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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 


Tur “ History or Docrrines” is a branch of theological 
science familiar to the German student, but as yet almost 
entirely unknown in this country. In most, if not in all 
German Universities, lectures on this subject are yearly 
delivered, and a number of compendiums of various 
merit have been published by different writers. The 
present publication was selected for translation by my 
esteemed tutor, Dr. Davidson, Professor of Biblical 
Literature in the Lancashire Independent College, be- 
cause it was thought that the compendiousness and clear- 
ness of the work would contribute to render it acceptable 
to the English reader. Throughout it has been the 
Translator’s aim, not so much to give a literal translation, 
as to adapt the original to English modes of thought, 
without however permitting himself in any case to alter 
the sense of the original. A few passages, which were 
found to be of such a nature as to convey little definite 
meaning in translation, have. been omitted. How far 
the Translator has succeeded in accomplishing the end pro- 
posed, must be left to the decision of competent judges 3 
he would however feel gratified in knowing that he has 
been permitted to do some service in the language of a 
country, among whose people he has met with so much 


that will ever be pleasant in his recollections. 


v1 TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 


It seems unnecessary that the Translator should say 
much about the department of science to which the pre- 
sent work belongs, about its nature, use, etc., since the 
introduction to the work itself will give all needful infor- 
mation. A “historical developement of the doctrines of 
Christianity” cannot fail to be regarded as highly interest- 
ing and instructive by every thinking mind, and especially 
by every divine who would not rest satisfied with the 
simple and unqualified reception of the peculiar doctrines 
of the creed adopted by his denomination. The know- 
ledge of what the most eminent theologians of all ages 

have thought on points frequently the subjects of much 
| controversy, will be found of special use to those who are 
desirous of taking any part in such controversies. 

The Author of the present work is Professor. of 
Theology in the university of Basle, and belongs to 
the orthodox school of Germany. He observes how- 
ever himself: “ Resneeting my theological views, I do not 
think it necessary to enter into any lengthened remarks, 
inasmuch as they will be clear from the work itself 
to such an extent as is allowable in a writing of a professedly 
historical character, in which the subjective opinions of the 
writer should neither be prominently brought forward at the 
expense of truth, nor wholly kept back at the expense of li- 
berty.”” (Extract from the Author’s preface.) It may be 
sufficient to add that Professor Hagenbach enjoys a high 
and deserved reputation in his own country asa theologi- 
eal writer. 

The English reader will probably regret that the Au- 
thor should have paid so little attention to English theo- 


logy ; but English theology is not much studied in Ger- 


TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. Vii 


many, nor does the English language possess works on 
the History of Doctrines. The Translator has endea- 
voured to supply this defect by adding references to such 
works as he thought would be most useful and accessible 
to the English reader. These references and other 
notes are included in brackets [ ]. 

The Translator has further allowed himself to intro- 
duce some of the German abbreviations used in the ori- 
ginal, of which he wishes to inform his readers before 
they proceed to the perusal of the work itself. Instead 
of the usual abbreviation “ss.” the reader will find 
“flwg.” Cneaning following) through the first half of 
the present volume ; |. 6. means loco citato; ibid. is put 
instead of ibidem or eodem loco. The sign + before the 
name of an author shows that he is a Roman Catholic 
writer ; the sign * signifies that his work is deserving of 
special notice.—It is customary in some modern German 
works to omit the numeral 1 in the number of years, 
when titles of books are quoted published during the last 
six or seven centuries; thus “ 834 ” instead of “ 1834.” 
The reader will meet with a few instances of the kind, 
where the titles of books have been printed from the ori- 
ginal. 

In conclusion, the Translator takes this opportunity of 
expressing his best thanks to his friend and fellow-student 
R. A. Vaughan, B. A., for his kind assistance in pre- 
paring the MSS., and to Dr. Davidson for the aid which 
he has afforded him. 


CARL W. BUCH. 


Lancashire Independent College, 
August 12th 1846. 
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INTRODUCTION. . 


Comp. Hagenbach, Encyclopaedie, p. 228, fiwg. [Pelt, Theologische Kn- 
eyclop. p. 313, flwg.] Kliefoth, Th. Einleitung in die Dogmenges- 
chichte, Parchim 1859. 


=e 
DEFINITION. 


Tur History of Doctrines (history of opinions, Dog- 
mengeschichte )(-) is that branch of theological science 
which exhibits the gradual developement of the doctrines 
(dogmas )@:) of the Christian church, the various aspects 
they have assumed in the course of time, and the changes 
they have undergone through the influence of civiliza- 
tion in different ages of the world.@) 


n 


() | Kitto (Cyclopaedia of Bibl. Literat. vol. i. pref. p. xiii.) pro- 
poses the term Doctrine History, “since we have no correspond- 
ing term in the English language.” Dr. Credner gives the follow- 
ing definition of the history of doctrines, (Kitto, Cyclop. of Bibl. 
Lit. pref. p. xii.) : Doctrine History in a less limited sense than 
that in which the term is usually taken, points out the peculiar 
doctrines which have, from time to time, been received as articles 
of Christian belief. But as a variety of opinions with regard to 
the essentials of the Christian religion has arisen, not only among 
the various and different sects as separate bodies; but likewise 
at sundry times among the members of even one and the same 
sect or party, Doctrine History must necessarily include all the 
peculiar features of schismatic views, their origin and history, 
the causes of their rise and gradual developement, as well as 
their connection with the Scriptures, from which they all claim 
to be derived, and by which they must be tried. Comp. also 

B 


2 INTRODUCTION. 
Tholuck, Theolog. Encyclop. and Methodol. transl. by. Prof. 
Park, in Bibliotheca Sacra, vol. 1. 1844, p. 556: It (the history 
of doctrines) exhibits to us the processes of thought, in which 
the scientific men of different ages have endeavoured to appre- 
hend and to vindicate the doctrines of Christianity. | 

©) On the meaning of the word δόγμα (statutum, decretum, 
preeceptum, placitum) v. Suicer, Thesaurus sub voce. Miinscher, 
Lehrbuch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, edit. by von Colin, 
p.1. Baumgarten-Crusius, Lehrbuch der christlichen Dogmen- 
gesch. p. 1. August?, Dogmengeschichte, ὃ 1. Klee, D. G., 
Prolegomena. Nitzsch, System der christlichen Lehre, 2 edit. 
p- 85, 87. Hagenbach, Encycl. p. 259. [Knapp, Lectures on 
Christian Theology, transl by L. Woods, Lond. 1848, p. 24. 
Credner in Kitto, 1. 6. p. xiii. A dogma is understood to be the 
doctrine of a particular party or sect, etc.| The word δόγμα 
signifies in the first place: decree, edict, statute. Comp. (Sept. 
vers.) Dan. ἢ. 13; vi. 8. Esth. ii..9. 2, Mace. x. 2; and in 
the New Testament Luke 1. 1, (where it has a political sense 
only), Acts xvi. 4, (used in a theological sense, denoting the 
apostolical decrees to the gentile Christians,) Eph. 1.15; Col. 
1. 14, (in the latter passage it is also used in a theological sense, 
but has no reference to Christian belief and Christian doctrine, 
as some think; it rather relates to Jewish ordinances, comp. 
Winer, Grammatik des Neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, 4. ed. 
1836, p. 197.) Its use in the sense of doctrine, or gospel cannot 
be established from any passage in the N. T.; the words em- 
ployed to express this idea, are: εὐαγγέλιον, κήρυγμα, λόγος τοῦ 
Seod, etc. In the writings of the Stoics δόγμα, (decretum, placi- 
tum,) signifies: theoretical principle. Marcus Aurelius εἰς ἑαυτ, 
2,3: ταῦτά σοι ἀρκέτω, ἀεὶ δόγματα ἔστω, Cic. Acad. quaest. iv. 9: 
Sapientia neque de se ipsa dubitare debet, neque de suis decre- 
tis quae philosophi vacant δόγματα, The Fathers adopted simi- 
lar language, and taking the word δόγμω (to which the predicate 
τὸ Je?ov Was Sometimes applied) in a more comprehensive sense, 
understood it to imply all that is contained in the doctrines. 
The passages from Ignatius, Clement of Alex. (Paed. I. 1. 
Strom. vil. Ὁ. 924, edit. of Potter), Origen, Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, a. 0. are given by Suicer, Thes. sub voce. They also used 
it in reference to the opinions of heretics, with the epithet 
μυσαρώ, ΟΥ Others of similar import, but not so frequently as the 
terms δύξαι, νοήματα, comp. Klee 1. ὁ. Cyrill of Jerusalem, (Cat. 


INTRODUCTION. 3 


4, 2.) makes a distinction between doctrines and ethics, and un- 
derstands by δόγμα that which relates to faith, by πρᾶξις that 
which refers to moral actions; ὁ τῆς “εοσεβείας τρόπος ἐκ δύο τούτων 
συνέστηκε, δόγματων εὐσεβῶν καὶ πράξεων ἀγαϑῶν. The former are the 
source of the latter. We meet with similar expressions in the 
writings of Seneca; he describes the dogmas as the elements 
of which the body of wisdom is composed, as the seat of life; 
Hp. 94, 95. A peculiar, and most curious definition of the word 
δόγμα 18 given by Basilius de SpirituS. c. 27: ἄλλο yao δύγμα καὶ 
ἄλλο κήἤουγμα: 50 μὲν γὰρ σιωπᾶται, τὼ δὲ κηρύγματα δημυσιεύεται ; (esote- 
ric and exoteric doctrine.) According to Nitzsch, it was only in 
consequence of the representations of Déderlein, that many 
writers explained δόγμω to mean Sententia doctoris alicujus ra- 
ther than ¢psa doctrina, doctrinal opinion rather than doctrinal 
edea. ‘The definition of the history of doctrines, its importance, 
and the mode of its treatment, are closely connected with the 
above definition of the term ésyze. In the one case, the history 
of doctrines will be considered as nothing but a collection of 
fanciful notions and opinions, which owes its existence to chance; 
in the other, it will be regarded as the organic developement of 
a vital principle, whose seeds already exist, (comp. § 10.) 

©) It is necessary here to guard against a twofold error. 
There are some who perceive in every new mode of represent- 
ing divine truth, in every change of phraseology, an alteration 
or corruption of the doctrine of the church; they erroneously 
suppose, that none but biblical terms are to be introduced into 
dogmatic theology, and would make the history of doctrines a 
mere history of corruptions. There are others who will admit 
nothing, but a progressive developement of the true doctrine 
within the pale of the church, and seem to forget, that disorders 
and diseases often make their appearance in a strong and healthy 
body. True science has to consider both these conditions; re- 
ligion too advances, comes to a stand, and goes back; it has its 
excellencies and its defects, its stages of purity, and its stages 
of corruption. (Thus it would be incorrect to reject the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, of original sin, the sacraments, etc. because 
those terms themselves are not used in Scripture ; but it is our 
duty to examine whether any thing extraneous has been mixed 
up with them, and how far the developement of a doctrine may 
become dangerous to the truth of the gospel.) 


4 INTRODUCTION. 


g 2. 


THE RELATION OF THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINES TO ECCLE- 
SIASTICAL HISTORY, AND DOGMATIC THEOLOGY. 


The history of doctrines properly constitutes a part of 
ecclesiastical history, [Church History, Credner v. 
Kitto, 1. 6. p. xvii.J, but is now separated from it on ac- 
count of its wide extent, and treated as a particular 
science.) The history of doctrines further forms the 
transition from ecclesiastical history to dogmatic theolo- 
gy properly so called.@) 


(1) Comp. § 16. and Hagenbach Encyclop. p. 229. ‘“ Whether 
we consider the history of doctrines as a separate branch of 
theological science, or regard it as a part of ecclesiastical history, 
is in itself indifferent, and the distinction, if there be any, is 
merely nominal. For apart from the difference of extent which 
depends on external'relations, the subject of investigation is the 
same in both cases, only under various aspects. The subject of 
the history of doctrines properly so called, is the dogma as it 
presents itself in the various stages of its dovelopement; that of 
ecclesiastical history, is the dogma in its relation to external cir- 
cumstances.” Hase, Kirchengeschichte, pref. p. iv. v. 

@) Many think that the history of doctrines is a kind of ap- 
pendix to dogmatic theology, rather than an introduction to it ; 
but this opinion is erroneous, and appears to arise both from in- 
correct views on the nature of dogmatic theology, and from a 
misapprehension of its historical character; (one-sided concep- 
tion of dogmatic theology, either from the biblical, or from the 
speculative point of view.) The history of doctrines forms the 
point of connection between historical theology on the one hand, 
and didactic (systematic) theology on the other. Ecclesiastical 
history is its foundation, dogmatic theology both of the present, 
and the future is the subject of its researches. 


ay 


RELATION TO BIBLICAL THEOLOGY. 


The history of doctrines presupposes biblical theology 
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(and the theology of the N. T. in particular) as its 
basis; in like manner the general history of the church 
presupposes the life of Christ and the apostolic age. 

Those writers who reduce theology in general to 
biblical theology, and exclude dogmatic theology alto- 
gether, consistently look upon the history of doctrines 
as a mere appendix to biblical theology. But in our 
opinion biblical theology is only to be regarded as the 
_ foundation-stone of the edifice; the history of doctrines 
as the historian of its progressive construction; and dog- 
matic theology as the builder, who is still engaged in its 
completion. It is no more the object of doctrine history 
fully to expound all the doctrines of the Bible, than of 
ecclesiastical history to give a complete account of the life 
of Christ and his Apostles. But as the history of primitive 
Christianity is the only solid foundation and starting- 
point of church history, so the history of doctrines 
must rest upon and begin with the theology of both the 
New and Old Testaments. 


g 4. 
RELATION TO SYMBOLIK. 


The history of doctrines takes in the Symbolik*(-) of 
the church, since it must have respect not only to the 
general formation. and import of public confessions of 
faith,@) but also to the distinguishing principles set forth 
in them.@:) Symbolik may however be separated from 
the history of doctrines, and treated as comparative dog- 
matic theology. It stands in the same relation to the 
history of doctrines, as the church statistics, [comp. Cred- 
ner in Kitto, Lc. p. xvu.J, of any particular period 
stand to ecclesiastical history in general. 

2[Comp. Credner in Kitto, 1, ὁ. p. xiii, Pelt, Theol. Encyclop. p. 448, de- 


fines Symbolik as that branch of theological science, which considers the dis- 
tinguishing principles of the various sections of the Christian church. ] 
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@) On the sense in which the church uses the term σύμβολον 
comp. Suicer, Thesaurus, p. 1084. Creuzer, Symbolik, ὃ 10. 
Marheineke, christliche Symbolik, vol. 1. towards the beginning. 
Neander, Kirchen Geschichte, 1. 2, p. 536, flwg. [Pelt, Theol. 
Encyclop. p. 456. Maximus Taurinensis (about the year 460), 
says in Hom. in Symb. p. 239: Symbolum tessera est et signa- 
culum, quo inter fideles perfidosque secernitur.] By symbols 
(in the doctrinal sense of the word, but not in its liturgical, nor 
technical sense) we understand the public confessions of faith, 
by which those belonging to the same section of the church re- 
cognise each other, as soldiers by the watch-word (tessera mili- 
taris. ) 

(Ὁ) The earlier symbols of the church (6. g. the creed com- 
monly called the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene and Athanasian 
Creeds), may be called the Shibboleth (Judg. xii. 6.) of the Ca- 
tholic church, by which she was distinguished from all heretics. 
It is evident that these symbols are deserving of special consi- 
deration in the history of doctrines. They are in relation to the’ 
private opinions of individual ecclesiastical writers, what systems 
of mountains are in relation to the hills and valleys of a country. 
They are as it were the watch-towers from which we can survey 
the entire field of observation, the principal stations in the pur- 
suit of the study of the history of doctrines, and cannot there- 
fore be separated from, nor considered out of their connection 
with other sciences. 

(8) Since the age of the Reformation the symbols are in rela- 
tion to Protestants, what they formerly were in relation to here- 
tical sects—the barrier which the ancient church erected in op- 
position to all who held other than orthodox views. On the 
other hand, the Protestants were naturally led, in a similar man- 
ner to set forth their own distinguishing principles. Their con- 
fessions of faith had moreover regard to the differences which 
had arisen out of controversies within the pale of the Protestant 
church herself, (Lutherans and Calvinists), and to other opinions 
more or less at variance with those held by the orthodox party, 
(Anabaptists, Unitarians, a.o.) And lastly, the Roman Catho- 
lics found it necessary to exhibit the doctrines of their church 
in new confessions of faith. These and other circumstances 
made it desirable that a separate theological science should be 
formed, whose special object it should be to consider the dis- 
tinguishing principles before mentioned. Τὺ became first known 
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under the name Elenchtik or Polemics, which was afterwards 
changed into that of Symbolik. (This latter name has not so 
much reference to the struggle, which had been carried on be- 
tween the different parties in the church, as to the historical 
knowledge of the points at issue, and the nature of that strug- 
gle.) 


COD 
Cr 
δ 


RELATION TO PATRISTICS. 


Inasmuch as the history of the dogma in its relation 
to the church is the primary object of doctrine history, 
the private opinions of ecclesiastical writers will come 
before us only when these writers cither exerted, or en- 
deavoured to exert some real influence upon the form of 
belief adopted by the church. The full mvestigation 
however of the literary character and history of the 
fathers, as well as of their doctrinal opinions, and the in- 
fluence which the latter had upon the former, must be 
left to that particular science which is called Patristics 
( Patrology.) 

On the definition of the term Patristics, comp. Hagen- 
bach Encyclopaedia, p. 241, flwg.; the idea conveyed by 
it is by no means definite and clear... But even if we 
enlarge it, so as to make it embrace not only the Fathers 
of the first six centuries, but all who have been of some 
standing in the church, either as founders of new systems 
or as reformers, (comp. Mohler, p. 20): it is evident 
that a great deal of what is contained in the writings of 


b Sack, however, has recently published a work on Polemics (christliche Po- 
lemik, Hamburgh 1838.) as a distinct science. 

¢ The distinction made by some writers, and Roman Catholics in particular, 
between Patristics and Patrology, (v. Méhler, Patrologie, p. 14.) appears to 
us on the whole unfounded. [Comp. however, Credner in Kitto, 1. 6. p. xiv., 
where the same distinction is made. | 
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the Fathers must be introduced into the history of dec- 
trmes. ‘The very study of the sources leads to the 
examination of their works. But we would not main- 
tain, as Baumgarten-Crusius does, (Dogmengeschichte, 
p. 12.) that the history of doctrines already includes the 
most essential parts of the science in question ; the rela- 
tions and interests of individuals, which constitute what 
may be called the essential part, the characteristic fea- 
ture of Patristics, have either none but a subordinate, or 
no place at all in the history of doctrines. Thus the 
object of the one is to know the system of Augustine, 
of the other (Patristics) to know the history of his per- 
son. Concerning the literat. comp. § 14, 


8.0. 


RELATION TO THE HISTORY OF HERESIES AND THE HISTORY 
OF UNIVERSAL RELIGION. 


The history of doctrines considers the opinions of 
heretics only as they represent any particular tendency 
of the theological mind, or by way of contrast set the 
doctrines of the church in a clearer light.4-) Those who 
wish more fully to investigate the internal character of 
heretical systems, will obtain the desired information 
either in the history of heresies?) properly so called, or in 
the history of universal religion. Neither is it the 
object of the history of doctrines to discuss the rela- 
tion between Christianity, and other forms of reli- 
gion. On the contrary, it presupposes the history of 
comparative religion, in the same manner as dogmatic 
theology presupposes apologetic theology. [ Comp. Cred- 
ner in Kitto, l.c.p. xvii. Tholuck in Bibliotheca Sacra, 
i. p. 6556: This term has ordinarily been employed to 
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denote the science which exhibits the historical grounds 
for the truth, and the divine authority of Christianity: 
Evidences of Christianity. Pelt, 1. c. p. 375, 511. .52 


(1) Tn an ecclesiastical point of view, the history of heresies 
may be compared to pathology, the history of doctrines to phy- 
siology. They depend on each other, but at the same time dif- 
fer, according to the opposite objects they have in view. 

@) The term: history of heresies, is seldom used in modern 
works, but the science to which it is applied, continues to form 
a distinct branch of theology. The very able publications of 
recent writers on the Gnosticsystems, Ebionitism, Manichaeism, 
Unitarianism, ete., and the lives of some of the Fathers, are of 
great use to the historian of Christian doctrines ; but he cannot 
be expected to incorporate all the materials thus furnished into 
the history of doctrines. It is necessary that we should possess 
some knowledge, e. g. of the Gnostic and Ebionitic tendencies, 
because orthodoxy was in danger of being corrupted by them ; 
but they would not come into consideration, if they did not dif- 
fer from the orthodox belief. Their cnternal history must be 
treated on its own grounds. Nor is the history of doctrines the 
proper place to enter into a minute examination of the systems 
of Basilides and Valentine; it suffices to have a clear and dis- 
tinct idea of the points of contrast between the emanation-theory 
of the Gnostics, and the monotheistic theology of the church. 

(2) The notions of Jewish sects, the myths and symbols of po- 
lytheistic religions, the systems of Mohammed, of Buddha, etc., 
are still more foreign to the history of Christian doctrines, than 
the heresies of the church. Works of reference: Creuzer, 
Symbolik und Mythologie der alten Volker, Darmstadt, 1819-23, 
6 vol. Stuhr, allgemeine Geschichte der Religionsformen der 
heidnischen Volker: 1. die Religionssysteme der heidnischen 
Volker des Orients. Berlin 1836. 2. die Religionssysteme der 
Hellenen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwickelung bis auf die ma- 
cedonische Zeit. Berlin 1838. Grimm, T. deutsche Mytholo- 
gie, Gottingen 1835. Gdérres, Mythengeschichte der Asiatischen 
Volker. Richter, Phantasien des Orients. [ Bryant, Ancient 
Mythology, London 1807, 6 vol. 8vo. | 
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ἘΝ 


RELATION ΤῸ THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY, THE HISTORY 
OF CHRISTIAN ETHICS, AND THE HISTORY OF DOGMATIC 
THEOLOGY. 


Although the history of doctrmes has some topics 1 
common with the history of philosophy,(.) yet they are no 
more to be confounded with each other, than dogmatic 
theology and philosophy. The history of doctrines 
should also be separated from the history of Christian 
ethics, inasmuch as dogmatic theology and ethics them- 
selves have been separated.?) And lastly the history 


of dogmatic theology forms a part only of the history of 
doctrines.@) 


() Eg. the opinions of the Alexandrian school, the Gnostics, 
the scholastic divines, and of modern philosophical schools. 
Yet the object of the history of philosophy is distinct from that 
of the history of doctrines. Comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, 1. p. 8. 
Works of reference: Brucker, J. Historia critica philosophiae, 
Lips. 1742-44, 5 vol. 4to.2d edit. 1766, 67, 6 vol. 4to. [The His- 
tory of Philosophy drawn up from Bruckers Hist. Crit. Philos. 
by William Enfield, Lond. 1819, 2. vol.] Tennemann, W. G. 
Geschichte der Philosophie, Leipzig 1798—1819, 11 vol. [The 
“Lehrbuch” of the same author was translated into Englishunder 
the title: A Manual of the History of Philosophy, translated from 
the German, by the Rev. Arthur Johnson, Oxf. 1832.] Reinhold, 
K. Handbuch der allgemeinen Geschichte der Philosophie, 
Gotha, 1828-29, 3 vol. 8vo, Ritter, H. Geschichte der Philosophie, 
Hamburg, 1829-34, 4 vol. [Translated into English, by Alez. 
J. W. Morrison, Oxf. 1838-39, 3 vol. 8vo.] ries, Geschichte 
der Philosophie, I. Halle, 1837. Schleiermacher, Geschichte 
der Philosophie, edit. by H. Ritter. (Complete works, iv. 1.) 
Berlin, 1839. 

©) Comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, p. 9. 

3) Comp. § 11. 
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6) 
AUXILIARY SCIENCES. 


Although the different branches of theological science 
which have successively come before us, are strictly dis- 
tinct from the history of doctrines, they are neverthe- 
less connected with it as auxiliary sciences.“) Archae- 
ology,?) and the sciences auxiliary to ecclesiastical his- 
tory,@) may be added to their number. 


1) Keclesiastical history itself may be viewed in the light of 
an auxiliary science, since form of church government, of 
worship, the private life of Christians, etc. have had more or less 
influence upon the developement of the doctrines. In like man- 
ner Patristics, the history of heresies, the history of universal 
religion, the history of philosophy, and the history of Christian 
ethics, are to be numbered amongst the auxiliary sciences. 

@.) From the connection between the doctrines and the liturgy 
of the church, it is obvious, that Archaeology must be considered 
as an auxiliary science, if we understand by it the history of 
Christian worship, (Cultus.) This may easily be seen from the 
use of certain doctrinal phrases, (6. g., ϑεοτόχος etc.) in the litur- 
gies of the church, the appointment of certain festivals, (the 
feast of Christ’s holy body, that of the conception of the Virgin 
Mary,) the influence of the existence or absence of certain litur- 
gical usages upon the doctrines, (e. g. of the withholding of the 
sacramental cup from the laity upon the doctrine of concomit- 
ance, comp. ὃ 195.) a. 0. Works of reference: Bingham. Origg. 
J. antiqu. ecclesiasticae. Halae, 1751-61. [Bingham, J., An- 
tiquities of the Christian church, and other works. Lond. 1834, 
flwg. 8 vols. A new edition is in course of publication.| J. 
Jahn, Biblische Archaeologie. Vienna, 1807-25, 2nd edition, 5 
vols. [The Latin abridgment was translated by Prof. Upham, 
and republished in Ward’s Library of Standard Divinity. | 
Augusti, J. Ch. W., Denkwurdigkeiten aus der christlichen 
Archaeologie. Leipz. 1817-31, 12 vols. [Christian Antiquities, 
translated and compiled from the works of Augusti by the Rey. 
Lyman Coleman of Andover, 1844. De Wette, W. Μ. L., 
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Lehrbuch der Hebraeisch-jtidischen Archaeologie, ete. Leipz. 
1842. 3rd Edition.]| Rheinwald, F. H., kirchliche Archaeologie. 
Berl. 1830. [Schéne, K., Geschichtforschungen uber die Kirch- 
lichen Gebrauche und Einrichtungen der Kirche. Berl. 1819-22, 
3vol.] Bohmer, W., christlich-kirchliche Alterthums wissenschaft, 
Bresl. 1836-39, 2 vol. 


8.9. 
IMPORTANCE OF THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINES. 


Ernesti, prolusiones de theologiae historicae et dogmaticae conjungendae 
necessitate, Lips. 1759, in his Opusce. theol. Lips. 1773-92. Illgen, Ch. 
T., iiber den Werth der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, Leips. 1817. 
Augusti, Werth der Dogmengeschichte in his theologische Blatter II. 2. 
p- 11, flwg. Hagenbach, Encyclop. § 69. [Knapp 1. ¢. p. 41.] 


The importance of the history of doctrines, in a 
scientific point of view, partly follows from what has 
already been said: 1. It forms one of the most important 
branches of ecclesiastical history. 2. It serves as an in- 
troduction to the study of dogmatic theology.) But it 
is no less useful in a moral and practical aspect. On 
the one hand, it exerts a beneficial influence upon the 
mind of man, by placing before him the efforts and 
struggles of others in relation to their most important 
concerns. On the other, it is of special use to the stu- 
dent of theology, for it will preserve him both from that 
one-sided and rigid adherence to the letter which may be 
styled false orthodoxy, and from the adoption of daring, 
superficial, and hastily formed opinions, (false heterodoxy 
and neology.)() 


(1) Comp. § 2. 

(ὦ) Comp. ὃ 10. The importance of the history of doctrines 
in both these respects has frequently been overrated. ‘The va- 
rious parties in the church have either appealed to it in support 
of their peculiar views, or dreaded its results. Comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius, I. p. 16, 20. 
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SCIENTIFIC TREATMENT OF THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINES. 


Daub, die Form der christlichen Dogmen und Kirchenhistorie in Betracht 
gezogen, in Bauers Zeitschrift fur speculative Theologie. Berlin, 1836, 
Part land 2. Kliefoth, Th., Einleitungin Dogmengeschichte, Parchim 
und Ludwigsburg, 1839. 


The advantage which may be derived from the study 
of the history of doctrines, depends more or less on the 
mode of its treatment. That method alone is correct 
and useful, which clearly represents the constant change, 
which the definitions of doctrines are undergoing, while 
the great and essential truths which they teach, remain 
the same in all ages, and shows in a philosophical man- 
ner the connection between the external causes of that 
change, and the internal dynamic principle. 

Although it cannot be said that nothing but the pre- 
vailing notions of the age, differences of climate, personal 
feelings, passions, court intrigues, priestly impositions, 
and the fanaticism of monks, have determined the cha- 
racter of dogmatic theology, yet we should not wholly 
set aside their influence. They have not made the 
dogma, but they have assisted in giving it the form in 
which it has come down to us. 


11. 


ARRANGEMENT. 


The history of doctrines has to consider, on the one 
hand, the history of the doctrine of the church in general, 
and of the doctrinal tendencies which are represented by 
it; and, on the other, the history of dogmas, 1. e. of those 
particular doctrines, opinions, and notions which form 
the standard of the church in different ages. Both are 
to be connected so as to illustrate each other; the general 
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may be made clearer by the particular, and the parti- 
cular by the general. We think it best therefore to 
commence each period with the general history of doc- 
trines which, though closely allied to, yet is not iden- 
tical with the history of dogmatic theology,() and then™ 
to pass over to special ee Ἢ of doctrines. 


(.) The history of dogmatic theology presupposes the general 
history of doctrines, though the latter takes from the former, 
and incorporates some of its results. They stand in the same 
relation to each other as the history of jurisprudence to the 
history of law, the history of aesthetics to the history of art. 


8.19. 
DIVISION INTO PERIODS. 


Comp. Hagenbach, Abhandlung in den theologischen Studien und Kritiken, 
1828, part 4. Encyclop. p. 231. [| Pelt, Encyclopaedie, § 51.] 


The periods of the history of doctrines are to be 
determined according to the most important epochs 
(periods of developement) in the history of the theo- 
logical mind. They do not quite coimcide with those 
adopted in ecclesiastical history,!) and may be specified 
as follows:—@:) 

01. Period. From the close of the Apostolic age to 
the death of Origen, (from the year 80—254), 
the age of Apologetics.°-) 

11. Period. From the death of Origen to John 
Damascenus, (240—730,) the age of Polemics.@-) 

Ill. Period. From John Damascenus to the Re- 
formation, (7 30—1517,) the age of Systems 
1: m in its widest 56η86.})(5:) 

IV. Period. From the Reformation to the Aboli- 
tion of the Formula Consensus in reformed Switz- 
erland, and the rise of the Wolfian philosophy in 
Germany, (1517—1720,) the age of polemico- 
ecclesiastical Symbolik.O) 
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V. Period. Fromthe year 1720 to the present day, 
the age of ertticism, of speculation, and of anti- 
thesis between faith and knowledge, philosophy 
and Christianity, reason and revelation. 


(1) Inasmuch as the divisions in ecclesiastical history, and in 
the history of doctrines are not founded upon the same principles, 
it is evident that the periods themselves will not be the same, 
It is true that the developement of the doctrine of the church 
is connected with the history of church-government, of Christian 
worship, etc., but the influences which they exert upon each 
other, are not always manifested at the same time. Thus the 
Arian controversy took place during the age of Constantine, but 
was not called forth by his conversion, which, on the other hand, 
is of so much importance, that it determines a period in eccle- 
siastical history. On the contrary, the notions of Arius arose 
out of the speculative tendency of Origen and his followers, 
which was opposed to Sabellianism. Accordingly, we think it 
better to fix in this instance upon the death of Origen, and the 
rise of the Sabellian controversy, which are nearly coeval, as the 
principle of division. 

©) The numerical differences are very great. Baumgarten- 
Crusius adopts twelve periods, Lenz eight, etc. ; Munscher gives 
a different division in his compendium from the one in his manual 
—ain the former he has seven, in the latter only three periods, 
(ancient time, middle ages, and modern times.) Engelhardt 
has adopted the same division. But we think it alike inconve- 
nient to make the periods too long, and to have too great a num- 
ber of divisions. We admit that the periods in the history of 
doctrines may be of greater extent, than those in ecclesiastical 
history, because a system of doctrines does not undergo either 
so frequent, or so rapid changes, as Christian life in general; 
but natural boundaries which are so distinct as the age of Con- 
stantine, should not be lightly disregarded. Generally speak- 
ing, Klee agrees with us, though he considers the division into 
periods as superfluous. Vérlander also, in his tables, has adopt- 
ed our terminology. 

©) In answer to the question: Why not commence with the 
first year of our era? comp. § 3. We call this period the age 
of Apologetics, because it is best characterized by the great num- 
ber of apologctical writings in defence of Christianity against 
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both Judaism and Paganism. Its theology is almost entirely of 
the same description. The controversies which took place with- 
in the church itself, (with Ebionites, Gnostics, etc.), for the most 
part arose out of the opposition which Christianity met with on 
the part of judaizing teachers and pagan philosophers, and ac- 
cordingly the activity which was manifested by the church, par- 
took more or less of an apologetical character. The Fathers of 
this period were little concerned about systems, and the work 
of Origen zg! ἀρχῶν is the only one in which we find some at- 
tempt, at least, at systematic theology. 

(+) During the second period the conflict proceeds in another 
direction. Since there was little, or no occasion for apologetical 
writings after the conversion of Constantine, most writers en- 
tirely abandoned this field, and entered into questions of a 
polemical nature. The history of ecclesiastical controversies, 
from the rise of the Sabellian, down to the close of the Mono- 
thelite controversy, forms one continuous series, the different 
parts of which are so intimately connected with each other, 
that it cannot well be interrupted. It is concluded by the work 
of John Damascenus, (έλθεσις πίστεως.) This period with its nu- 
merous conflicts, its synods and councils, is undoubtedly the 
most important for the history of doctrines, if its importance 
consists in the efforts that were put forth to complete the build- 
ing, the foundations of which had been laid in the preceding 
period. 

©) This period which we call the scholastic, in the widest 
sense of the word, might be sub-divided into three shorter 
periods. 1. From John Damascenus to Anselm, Archbishop of 
Canterbury; during this period John Scotus Erigenus takes the 
most prominent position in the west. 2. From Anselm to Ga- 
briel Biel, the age of scholasticism properly so called, which may 
again be subdivided; and, 3. from Gabriel Biel to Luther, (the 
period of transition.) Generally speaking, mystical and scho- 
lastic tendencies alternately prevail during this period ; even 
the forerunners of the Reformation more or less adhere to the 
one or the other of these tendencies, though they belong in some 
respects to the next period. 

(6) We might have fixed upon the year 1521, in which the 
first edition of Melanchthon’s Loci Communes was published— 
or upon the year 1530, in which the Confession of Augsburg was 
drawn up, instead of the year 1517; but for the sake of con- 
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venience, we make our date agree with the one adopted in eccle- 
siastical history, especially as the theses themselves were of im- 
portance in a- doctrinal point of view. Inasmuch as the distin- 
guishing principles of the different sections of the church are 
brought out very prominently in the age of the Reformation, the 
history of doctrines naturally assumes the character of Symbolik, 
(comp. § 4.) The ages of Polemics, and of Scholasticism, may 
be said to re-appear during this period, though in a different 
form ; we also see various modifications of mysticism in opposi- 
tion to one-sided rationalism. We might commence a new period 
with Calixt and Spener, if their peculiar notions had been gene- 
rally spread at that time. Such, however, was not the case. 

7.) It may excite surprise that we make the abolition of the 
test (formula consensus) in the reformed church of Switzerland 
determine the extent of the preceding period, since no great 1m- 
portance seems to be attached to it. But it is the signal for 
the overthrow of those barriers, which had been erected by the 
confessions of faith. The Wolfian philosophy, which had eman- 
eipated itself from the fetters of systematic theology, and been 
brought within the reach of all classes, took its rise about the 
same time in Germany, while the principles of deism and na- 
turalism (which developed themselves in the preceding period) 
were spread from England and France into other countries. 
Thus it happens, that, while in the fourth period the polemical 
and the scholastical of the second and third periods are repeat- 
ed, the fifth period has the apologetical tendency in common 
with the first. The question is no more about less important 
denominational differences, but about the existence, or non-ex- 
istence of Christianity. This fifth period, which by no means 
presents one uniform aspect, may be subdivided into three 
shorter periods. ‘The first of these (from Wolf to Kant) for the 
most part represents the conflict between a stiff and lifeless 
form of dogmatic orthodoxy, and an imperfect enlightenment. 
The second (beginning with Kant) exhibits the efforts which 
were made in favour of rationalism, which, having no positive 
creed, is almost wholly restricted to ethics, in order to secure 
its ascendancy both in science and in the church, in opposition 
to every form of belief. And, lastly, the third period (which 
embraces the nineteenth century) presents to our view a picture 
composed of the most heterogeneous parts, of attempts at re- 
action and restoration, at idealization and accommodation, and ig 
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preparing a new period, of which it forms itself the commence- 
ment, but for which history has not yet a name. 


8. 13. 
SOURCES OF THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINES. 


a. Public Sources. 


Every thing may be considered as a source of the 
history of doctrines, which gives a fair representation of 
the religious belief of a certain period. In the first 
place come the public confessions of faith or symbols 
(creeds) of the church@.); in connection with them we 
have to compare the acts of councils,@) the decretals, 
edicts, circular letters, bulls, and brevets of ecclesastical 
superiors, whether clerical or civil,@) and, lastly, the ca- 
techisms,4.) liturgies,©-) and hymn-books(®) which have 
received the sanction of the church. 


a.) Comp. § 4. The ancient creeds may be found in the Acts 
of Councils mentioned n. 2; the three creeds commonly called 
oecumenical, (the Apostles’ creed, the Nicene, and the Athan- 
asian creeds) are also reprinted in the collections of Protestant 
symbols; comp. Ch. W. &. Walch, Bibliotheca symbolica vetus. 
Lemgovise 1770. 8. Semler, J. S., Apparatus ad libros symbo- 
licos ecclesiz lutheransze, Hal. 755. 8. CoLLECTIONS OF SYMBo- 
LICAL Books, (they become only important since the fourth 
period): a) of the Lutheran church: Libri symbolici ecclesize 
evangelice ad fidem opt. exempl. recens. L. Ad. H. Tittmann, 
Misn. 817. 27.—Librisymbolici ecclesiz evangelice s. Concordia, 
rec. C. A. Hase, Lips. 827. 87. ὃ) Of the Reformed: Corpus 
libror. symbolicor. qui in ecclesia Reformatorum auctoritatem 
publicam obtinuerunt, ed. 71. Ch. W. Augusti, Elberf. 828. 
Sammlung symb. Bucher der ref. Kirche, von J. J. Mess. Neu- 
wied, 828. 30. 2 vol. 8. Hl. A. Niemeyer, Collectio confessionum 
in ecclesiis reformatis publicatarum, Lips. 840. 8. 6) Of the 
Roman Catholic: Danz, libri symbolici ecclesiz romano-ca- 
tholice, Vimar. 835.—Streitwolf u. Klener, libri symb. 600]. 
cathol. Gott. 835. (Comp. the works mentioned § 16, n. 9.) 
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9.) Acrs or Councixs collected by J. Merlin (Par. 1523, fol. 
Coln 1530. u. Par. 1535.) Grabbe (Coln 1508. f) L. Surius, 
Col. 1567. fol. iv. The edition of Sixtus V. Venice, 1585, 
that of Binius (Severinus) Col. 1606. iv. f. Collectio regia, 
Paris 1644 (by Cardinal Richelieu) xxxvu. f. Phil. Labbeus 
and Gabr. Cossart, Par. 1671. 72. xvu. f. Balluzit (Stephan) 
nova Collectio Conciliorum, Par. 1683. f. (Suppl. Cone. Labbei) 
incomplete. Harduin, (Joh.) Conciliorum collectio regia max- 
ima, seu acta Conciliorum et epistole decretales ac constitu- 
tiones summorum pontificum, greece et latine ad Phil. Labbei 
et Gabr. Cossartii labores haud modica accessione facta et 
emendationibus pluribus additis Par. 1715. xi. (xii.) fol_— Mie. 
Coletti, ὃ. S. Concilia ad regiam edit. exacta etc. Venet. xxiii. 
mit Supplementen von Mansi vi. f—*Mansi, (J. Dom.) Sacro- 
rum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, Flor. et. Venet. 
759. sqq. xxxi.f. comp. Ch. W. F. Walch, Entwurf einer voll- 
standigen Geschichte der Kirchenversammlungen, Lpz. 759. 
Fuchs, Bibliothek der Kirchenversammlungen des 4. und 5. 
Jahrhunderts, Lpz. 788.4 vol. Bibliotheca ecclesiastica quam 
moderante D. Augusti Neander adornavit Herm. Theod. 
Bruns, I. (Canones Apostolorum et Concil. Seecul. iv. v. vi. vii.) 
Pars. 1. Berol. 1839. 

(3) Partly contained in the Acts of Councils. 

a) Decress or Civit GOVERNMENTS EXERCISING AUTHORITY IN 
EcciesiastTicaL AFFAIKS, (viz. emperors, kings, magistrates): 
Codex Theodosianus, c. perpetuis commentaris 1846. Gothofredi 
etc. Edit. Nova in vi. Tom. digesta, ed. Ritter, Lips. 736.— 
Codex Justinianeus, edid. Spangenberg, 1797. Balluzit (Steph.) 
Collectio Capitularlum Regum Francorum ete. Par. 780, 11. ἢ 
Corpus Juris canonici, (editions of J. H. Béhmer 747, and A. L. 
Richter 833.) Under this head come also the regulations con- 
cerning the Reformation, agendas, religious edicts of Protestant 
governments, which, at least formerly, were in a great measure 
based upon doctrinal principles. 

0) Papau DecretTats: Pontificum Romanorum a Clemente 
usque ad Leonem M. epistole genuine cur. C. &. σ΄. Schéne- 
mann, T. i. Gott. 796. 8—Bullarium romanum a Leone M. 
usque ad Benedictum XIII. opus. absolutiss. Laért. Cherubini, a 
D. Angelo Maria Cherubini al. illustratum et auctum et ad Ben. 
XIV. perductum, Luxemb. 727. s. xix. fol—Bullarum, privi- 
legiorum et Diplomatum Roman. Pontif. amplissima collect. 
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opera et stud. Car. Cocquelines, Rom. 739—44. xxviii. f. 
Hisenschmid, romisches Bullarium, oder Ausziige der merkwiir- 
digsten pabstlichen Bullen, tbersetzt und mit fortlanfenden 
Anmerkunngen. Neustadt. 1831, 2 vol. 

(4) Catechisms become important only from the age of the 
Reformation, especially those of Luther, of Heidelberg, of 
Cracow, the Roman Catholic catechism, etc. Some of them, 
6. g. those just mentioned, may be found in collections of sym- 
belical books, (n. 1), others are separately published. Comp. 
Langemack historia catechetica, Stralsund 729—83. iii. 740, iv. 

6) J. Al. Assemanni Codex liturgicus ecclesize universe, Rom. 
749—66. xiii. 4. Renaudot (Eus.), liturgiarum orientalium 
collectio, Paris 716. uu. 4. Z. A. Muratori, liturgia romana 
vetus. Venet. 748. 11. f. Comp. the missals, breviaries, liturgies, 
etc. Augusti’s Denkwurdigkeiten der christlichen Archaologie, 
vol. v. Gerbert, vetus liturgia allemanica, Ulm, 1776. ii. 4. 

(6) Rambach, Anthologie christlicher Gesange aus allen 
Jahrhunderten der Kirche, Altona 816—22. iy. 8, and the nu- 
merous psalm-, and hymn-books.—How much sacred songs have 
contributed to the spread of doctrinal opinions, may be seen 
from the example of Bardesanes, [Giesler, i. § 46, n. 2], of the 
Arians, and, in later times, of the Flagellantes, the Hussites, 
etc.; from the history of the sacred hymns of the Lutheran, 
and the sacred psalms of the Reformed church, the spiritual 
songs of Angelus Silesius, the Pietists and Moravian brethren, 
and (in a negative point of view) from the inferior value of mo- 
dern hymn-books. Comp. August, de antiquissimis hymnis et 
carminibus Christianorum sacris in historia dogmatum utiliter 
adhibendis Jen. 810, and de audiendis in Theologia poétis, 
Vratisl. 812.. 15 —Hahn, A., Bardesanes Gnosticus, primus 
Syrorum hymnologus, 820. 8. }Buchegger, de origine sacre 
Christianorum poéseos, Frib. 827.4. Hoffmann, Dr. H., Ge- 
schichte des deutschen Kirchenliedes bis auf Luthers Zeit, 
Breslau 832, 


§ 14. 
b. Private Sources. 


Beside the aforesaid public sources we have a number 
of private sources. These are, 1. the works of the 
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fathers, theologians, and ecclesiastical writers of all ages 
since the Christian era;(-) but they are not all of the 
same description, and we have accordingly to distinguish 
between scientific and strictly doctrinal works on the 
one hand, and practical (sermons) and occasional works 
Cletters, ete.) on the other.) 2. The works of secular 
writers, e. g. of Christian philosophers and poets of cer- 
tain periods.3-) 3. Lastly, We may derive additional in- 
formation from that indefinite form of popular belicf, 
which manifests itself in legends, proverbial sayings, 
and songs, and from the monuments of Christian art, 
inasmuch as they represent certain religious views.'*) 


a.) Comp. ὃ 5. Concerning the distinction (which, however, 
us very relative) made between Fathers, theologians, and ecclesi- 
astical writers, v. the introductions to the works on Patristics, 
e.g. Mohler, p. 17—19. The Fathers of the first centuries are 
followed by the compilers, scholastic and mystic divines of the 
middle ages, and these again by the Reformers and their op- 
ponents, the polemical writers of various sections of the church, 
and the later theologians in general. Their particular works 
will come before us in their proper place. Works of a more 
general character are: Fabricti, J. G., Bibliotheca ecclesias- 
tica, Hamb. 718 f. Cave, W., Scriptorum ecclesiasticorum 
historia litteraria, Lond. 1688.91. Oxon. 740. 43. Bas. 749. 
C. Oudin, Comment. de scriptoribus ecclesiz antiquis, Lips. 
722, iii, L. El. Dupin, nouvelle bibliothéque des auteurs ec- 
clésiastiques, Par. 686—714. xlvu. 8. Bibliotheque des auteurs 
séparés de la communion de l’église romaine du 16. et 17. siécle, 
Par. 718, 19, 11. Bibhotheque des auteurs ecclésiastiques du 
18. siecle, par Claude Pierre Goujet, Par. 790. 37. 11. 8. comp. 
Richard Simon, Critique de la Bibliothéque, etc. Paris, 730. 
iv. 8. Cedllier, Remy, Histoire générale des auteurs sacrés et 
ecclésiastiques, Paris 729—63. xxii. 4. J. G. Waleh, Biblio- 
theca patristica, Jen. 770. 8. Edit. nova auctior et emendatior 
adornata a 1. 7. L. Danzio, Jen. 834. Assemanni, 1. S., Bib- 
liotheea orientalis, Rom. 719—28. iii. in 4 voll. ὦ, Odcelrichs, J. 
G.A., Commentarii de scriptoribus ecclesize latine, Lips. 791. 8. 
Schinemann, C. F. G., Bibliotheca historico-litteraria a Tertul. 
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liano principe usque ad Gregorium M. et Isidorum Hispal. Lips. 
792, 94. 1. ὃ, Roéssler, Ch. Ε΄, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater, 
Leipz. 776—86. x. 8. Augusti, J. Ch. W., Chrestomathia pa- 
tristica ad usum corum, qui historiam christianam accuratius 
discere cupiunt, Lips. 812. 1. 8. Royaards, D, H. I., Chres- 
tomathia patristica, Pars. I. Traj.ad Rhen. 831. Engelhardt, 
litterarischer Leitfaden zu Vorlesungen tber die Patristik. 
+ Winter, Patrologie, Munchen 814. +Goldwitzer, F. W., Bib- 
hographie der Kirchenvater und Kirchenlehrer, vom 1. bis zum 
13. Jahrhundert, Landsh, 828. +Méhler, Dr. J. A., Patrologie 
oder christliche Litterargeschichte, aus dessen Nachlasse her- 
ausgegeben von Reithmayr. 1. vol. Regensb. 839. 8. Danz, J. 
T. L., Initia doctrine patristicee introductionis instar in Patrum 
ecclesix studium, Jen. 839. 

A. Bresr CoLLections or THE Works oF THE Fatuers: Mag- 
na bibliotheca veterum patrum, primo quidem a Margarito de 
la Bigne composita, postea studio Coloniens. Theolog. aucta 
etc. (with Auctuarium by E. Duceus and Fr. Combefisius) 1664 
—72.v. f—Maxima bibliotheca vett. Patr. etc. Lugd. 677. 
xxvii. f—And. Gallandii, Bibliotheca greco-latina vett. Pa- 
trum ete. Venet. 765-81. xiv. f. Philological aids: J. C. 
Suicert thesaurus ecclesiasticus, Amst. 682. (728. Traj. 746.) 1]. 
f.—Du Fresne (du Cange) Car, Glossarium ad scriptores mediz 
et infirme latinitatis, Paris. 733—36. vi. f. 

B. CoLutections oF THE Works or HccLesiasTicaAL WRITERS 
DURING THE MrppLe AGEs, (more important for ecclesiastical his- 
tory in general, than for doctrine-history in particular: J/ei- 
bonius, Basnage, Muratorit, Mabillon, * Martene οὐ Durand 
(Thesaurus Anecd. v. 1.) * Pertz (Monumenta, 826—35) ete. 
comp. the literature in fase, Karchengeschichte, p. 182, p. 205, 
flwg. For the east: Scriptores Byzantini (Par, 645, ss.) and latest 
edition by *Niebuhr, Bonn, 829, ss. 

C. CoLLECTIONS OF THE WORKS OF THE Reronrmers: 
Bretschneider, Corpus Reformatorum, Hale 8354-39. vi. 4. (con- 
taining as yet works of Melanchthon only); the works of indi- 
vidual reformers in their proper place. 

D. On Mopern Doematic Literature: Walch, JG. Bibli- 
otheca theologica, T. I. Jen. 757. Winer, B., Handbuch der 
theologischen Litteratur, ὃ. 290, flwe. 

(2) Since the older theologians, 6. g. Origen, drew a distine- 
tion between what they taught the people, κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν, and 
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what they propounded in a scientific manner; since popular 
writers generally do not make any pretension to dogmatic pre- 
cision, it is easy to see that practical works are not of so much 
importance for the history of doctrines, as strictly dogmatic 
works. But, like all liturgical works, etc., they may be regard- 
ed as indications of the dogmatic mind of certain periods.—Ho- 
miliarium patristicum, edid. Ludov. Pelt et A. Rheinwald, Berol. 
829, deinde H. Rheinwald et C. Vogt, Ber. 831,—Lenz, 30. G. 
f1., Geschichte der christlichen Homiletik, ii. Braunschw. 839. 
8. Paniel, pragmatische Geschichte der christ]. Beredsamkeit 
und der Homiletik, i. 1. 2. Lpz. 839. 8. During the middle 
ages, the sermons of Berthold, Tauler, etc. in the time of the 
Reformation those of the Reformers, ctc. come into considera- 
tion. Modern homiletical literature also gives a more or less 
faithful representation of dogmatic tendencies. 

8.) Comp. ὃ 13.n.6. As sacred hymns were numbered among 
the public sources, so poetical compositions in general may be 
considered as private sources, 6. g. the works of some of the 
earlier poets, of those commonly called Minnesingers, Dante’s 
divina comeedia, and many others. In like manner, a compari- 
son between the poetical views of Milton, Shakespeare, or Gothe, 
and the doctrinal opinions of the church, might lead to interest- 
ing results. <A history of Christian poetry in its whole extent, 
and all its relations to the dogmatic mind of every period, does 
not as yet exist. 

) The infiuence which popular belief, (though ΠῚ up with 
bane of heathenish superstitions), may have exerted upon 
certain dogmatic notions, 6, g. concerning the devil and hell, is 
deserving particular attention, (comp. Grimms deutsche Mytho- 
logie.) The dogmatic mind also manifests itself in the silent 
monuments of art: ecclesiastical buildings, tombs, vasa sacra, 
paintings, 6. g. representing the general judgment, or the Deity 
itself, (comp. Girtinetsen, C. uber bildliche Darstellung der Gott- 
heit, Stuttg. 1828.) Coins, gems, ete. (Minter, Sinnbilder und 
Kunstvorstellungen der alten Christen, Altona 825. 4. Beller- 
mann, die Gemmen der Alten mit dem Abraxasbilde, Berlin 
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§ 15. 
c. Indirect Sources. 


We have not always access to direct sources, but must 
frequently consult indirect sources, 2. 6. accounts or re- 
ports which have been transmitted to us by other writers, 
as this is the case, to a great extent, in relation to the 
opinions of heretics,() many of whose writings were dle- 
stroyed at an early period. In like manner, the works 
of some of the Fathers are either entirely lost, or have 
come down to us only in a corrupt form.@) In the use 
of both the direct and indiret sources much critical skill 
is needful. | 


a.) Hence the accounts given by different writers of Cerinthus, 
the Ebionites, Gnostics, Manicheans, ete., frequently vary from 
one another, and even contradict each other. 

¢.) Thus in the case of Origen, of whose writings we frequent- 
ly have nothing but the translations of Rufinus, or the relations 
of Jerome and Eusebius. 


8.10. 
COMPENDIUMS. 


As all the sources are not at the command of every 
reader, and as their study, generally speaking, will only 
be useful when we have already acquired a general 
idea of the history which we intend more fully to in- 
vestigate, we are directed, in the first instance, to the 
works of those who, by their own historical researches, 
have placed the treasures of science within the reach of 
all who are desirous of obtaining information. The his- 
tory of doctrmes itself has been treated as a separate 
branch of theological science only in modern times :(15) 
yet some of the earlier ecclesiastical writers,(:) no less 
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than theologians,@) have prepared the way for it. Be- 
side those works which treat on the history of doctrines 
exclusively,(4) we have to compare the modern works on 
ecclesiastical history,@) as well as biographies of the 
fathers and treatises on particular subjects,@) along with 
those works on dogmatic theology™) and Christian 
ethics,(8-) which combine the historical with the symboli- 
eal. Lastly, The literature of symbolik forms (accord- 
ing to § 4.) a part of that of the history of doctrines. 


a.) The history of doctrines was formerly treated in connec- 
tion with ecclesiastical history, or dogmatic theology, (comp. § 2.) 
Semler and Krnesti first shewed the necessity of separating 
the one from the other. The former attempted to treat them 
separately in his historical introduction to Baumgarten’s 
Glaubenslehre, Halle 759, 11.4. His design was, (according to 
I. p. 101): “ to expand the views of young divines or studiosis 
theologie in general, and to shew the origin, nature, and true ob- 
ject of dogmatic theology.” Inthe same year J. A. Ernesti pub- 
lished his treatise: de theologiz historic et dogmatic con- 
jungendee necessitate et modo universo Lips. 759. (Opuse. theol. 
Lips. 773. ed. 2. 792. p. 567.) ; he does not indeed speak of the 
history of doctrines as a separate science, but it is not difficult 
to perceive that he felt the necessity of its being so. Comp. 
also C. W. F. Walchs Gedanken von der Geschichte der Glau- 
benslehre, 2. edit. Gott. 764. 8. 

2) Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, etc. (Editions 
of Vales. Par. 1659. ni. Reading Cant. 720. iii. f.— 
Pocket edition of Eusebius by Heinichen, Lips. 827—28. iii.) 
[English translations of Euseb., Socrat., Sozom., Theod., and 
Evagrius, were published by Bagster, Lond.6 vol.] Rufinus, Sul- 
picius Severus, Cassiodorus, Epiphanius Scholasticus. Writers 
during the middle ages : Gregor. Turonensis, Beda venerabilis, 
Adamus Bremensis, Nicephorus Callisti, ete. (comp. the lite- 
rature in works on ecclesiastical history.) Since the Reforma- 
tion: the Magdeburger Centurien under the title: Ecclesiastica 
historia per aliquot studiosos et pios viros in urbe Magdeburgica, 
᾿ Bas. 559—74. xiii. f. + Ces. Baronius: Annales ecclesiastici, 
Rom. 588—607. xi. f. + Odoricus Raynaldus, Annales eccles. 
Rom, 646--74. x. f. (both edited by Mansi, along with the Cri. 
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tica historico-theologica of Pagi, Lucce, 738. 39. xxxiii. f.— 
J. G. Arnolds unparteiische Kirchen- und Ketzerhistorie, Fkft. 
1699. iv. f. + Nat. Alexander, Historia ecclesiastica, Par. 1676 
—86,. xxiv. 8. Venet. 759. 778. ix. f. + Fleury, histoire ecclé- 
siastique, Paris 691—720. xx. 4. (continued by Jean Claude 
Fabre, Paris 726—740, xvi. 4. and Al. de la Croix, Par 776—78. 
vi.) Par. xxxvi. 12.740. 41. + Tillemont, Mémoires pour servir 
a histoire ecclésiastique des 6 premiers siécles, justifiés par les 
citations des auteurs originaux, Paris 693. ss,xv1. 4. 77. Moshemit, 
Institutionum historie eccles. antiquioris et recentioris libri LV. 
Helmst. 755. 764. 4. Walch, Ch. W. F., Historie der Ketze- 
reien, Spaltungen und Religionsstreitigkeiten, Leipz. 762-85. x1. 
Baumgarten, J. S., Untersuchung theologischer Streitigkeiten 
mit einigen Anmerkungen, Vorrede und fortgesetzten Geschichte 
der christlichen Glaubenslehre, herausgegeben von Dr. J. S. 
Semler, Halle 762—64. π|. 4. By the same: Geschichte der 
Religionsparteien, herausgegeben von J. S. Semler, ibid. 766. 4. 

(3) +Petavius, (Dion.), Opus de theologicis dogmatibus, Par. 
644—50. iv. Antw. 700. vi. “(This workis no less ingentous than 
profound, and deserves to be more carefully and frequently 
studied, than is generally done.” |Dorner].) + Thomassin, L., 
dogmata theologica, Par. 684—89. + Dumesnil, Lud., Doctri- 
na et disciplina ecclesiz, ex ipsis verbis SS. codd. conce. PP. et 
vett. genuinorum monumentorum sec. seriem temporis digesta, 
iv. Col. 730. f. Lo. Forbesius a Corse, Instructiones historico- - 
theologice de doctrina christiana et vario rerum statu, ortisque 
erroribus et controversiis etc. Amst. 645 f. Gen. 699, and in hig 
Operibus, Amst. 703. ii. f. (vol. 2.) The design of this work is 
to prove the agreement between the doctrines of the Reformers, 
and the opinions of the earlier Fathers, (especially in opposition 
to Bellarmin.) The various loci of Chemnitz, Hutter, Quenstddt, 
Baier, and of Joh. Gerhard in particular, contain much histori- 
cal matter: J. Gerhard, loci theol. (Kdit. of Cotta) Tub. 
762—89, xxii. 4. Works which form the transition to the treat- 
ment of the history of doctrines as separate science: Lor. Rein- 
hard, Introductio in historiam precipuorum dogmatum, Jen. 
795. 4., and J. S. Baumgarten, evangelische Glaubenslehre, 
Halle 759, 60. 4 (the aforesaid preface to this work by Semler.) 

(4) COMPENDIUMS AND MANUALS oF THE History or Doctrines: 
Lange, S. G., ausfhrliche Geschichte der Dogmen, Lpz. 796, 
(incomplete.) Wundemann, J. Ch., Geschichte der christlichen 
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Glaubenslehren vom Zeitalter des Athanasius bis Gregor den 
Gr., 1. and 2. vol. Leipz. 798—99. *Miuinscher, W., Hand- 
buch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, Marb. vol. i. a. 11, 797, 
dd edit. without any alteration, 817. 18. vol. ii. 802. 804. vol. 
iv. 809. (Only to the year 604.) the first historico-philosophi- 
cal treatment of the history of doctrines. By the same: Lehr- 
buch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, ebend. 812. 819. 3d 
edit. mit Belegen aus den Quellenschriften, Erganzungen der 
Literatur, historischen Notizen und Fortsetzungen versehen von 
*Dan. von Célin Ist part, Cassel 852. 2d part, ibid. 834. (by 
Hupfeld) 2d part 2d section (also under the title: Lehrbuch der 
christlichen Dogmengeschichte von der Reformationszeit bis auf 
unsere Tage) by Dr. Ch. Gotth. Neudecker, ibid. 838. 8. 
Minter, Friedr., Handbuch der altesten christlichen Dogmen- 
geschichte, aus dem Dan. von Evers, 1. vol. Gott. 802. 8. (incom- 
plete.) *Augusti, J. Ch. W., Lehrbuch der christlichen Dogmen- 
geschichte, Leipz. 805. 4th edit. 835. Bertholdt, £. Handbuch 
der Dogmengeschichte, herausg. von Veit Engelhardt, Erl. 822. 
23. 1. ὃ. Rupertt, F. A., Geschichte der Dogmen, oder Dar- 
stellung der Glaubenslehre des Christenthums von seiner Stift- 
ung bis auf die neueren Zeiten, insbesondere fur Studierende 
der Theologie und zu ihrer Vorbereitung auf ihre Prifung, 
Berlin 831. *Baumgarten-Crusius, L. F. O., Lehrbuch der 
christhchen Dogmengeschichte, Jena 832, 1.8. Lentz, C. G. 
Π., Geschichte der christlichen Dogmen in pragmatischer 
Entwicklung, Helmst. 834, 1. vol. + Klee, H., Lehrbuch d. Ὁ). 
G. I. vol. Mainz 837, 2. vol. 1838. Engelhardt, J. G. V., Dog- 
mengeschichte, II. vol. Neust. 859. Meter, Karl, Lehrbuch 
der Dogmengeschichte fur akademische Vorlesungen, Giessen 
1840. 

Tables: Hagenbach, K. R., tabellarische Uebersicht der D. G. bis auf die 
Reformation, Basel 828. 4, Voérlandcr, Karl, tabell. iibersichtl. Dar- 
stellung der 1), Οὐ. nach Neanders dogmengeschichtl. Vorlesungen, Per. 
i, Hamb. 835. P. ii. 837. 

6.) ComPpLETE Works oF MoperN AUTHORS ON ECCLESIASTICAL 

- Hisrory, WHICH INCLUDE MORE OR LESS OF THE History or Doc- 
TRINES: Schréckh, J. M., christliche Kirchengeschichte, Lpz. 
768—803, xxxv. 8, since the Reformation (continued by Tzschir- 
ner) 804—810, x.8. Henke, allgemeine Geschichte der christ- 
lichen Kirche nach der Zeitfolge, Braunschw. 788, flwg. con- 
tinued by Vater, ix. (in several editions.) Schmidt, J. £. Ch., 
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Handbuch der christlichen Kirchengeschichte, Giefsen und 
Darmstadt 801 ss. vi. (2d. edit. 825—27.) vii. vol. by Rettberg 
834, * Neander, Aug., allgemeine Geschichte der christlichen 
Religion und Kirche, Hamb. 1825-45, i. v.in 10 parts. *Gieseler, 
ἢ... Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte, Bonn 1824-45, 3 vol. in 
several parts, (1. 4th edit. in2 parts; ii. in 4 parts; ii. 1. 1840.) 
Li. a. 11. translated into English by Francis Cunningham, Philad. 
3 vol. <A new translation by Dr. Davidson is in course of pub- 
lication.] Schletermacher, Geschichte der christ]. Kirche, he- 
rausgeg von. & Bonnell, Berlin 1840, 1. 

Shorter Compendiums of Stéudlin, Minscher, Nabe, Engelhardt, Guerike, 


2 vols. Hase. Tables of Vater, Moller. For faller information con- 
cerning the literature and auxiliary sources of Ecclesiastic. Hist. comp. 


the works on church-history. 

Works on the Ecclesiast. Hist. of particular periods : a. of the 
ancient times. Moshemii Commentarius de rebus Christianorum 
ante Constantinum Μ, Helmstad. 753. 4. b. Of the middle ages, 
(with special reference to Scholastic Divinity :) Bossuet, J. B., 
Kinleitung in die allgemeine Geschichte der Welt bis auf Kaiser 
Karl den Gr., tbersetzt und mit einem Anhange historisch- 
kritischer Abhandlungen vermehrt von Joh. Andr. Cramer, Lipz. 
75(/—86. vil. ὃ, ὁ. Of the time of the Reformation (in addition 
to works on the History of the Reformation :) Planck, J. G., 
Geschichte der Entstehung, der Veranderungen und Bildung 
unseres protestantischen Lehrbegriffs, von Anfang der Reforma- 
tion bis zur EHinfuhrung der Concordienformel, vi. 2d edit. L. 
791—800. ἃ. Of modern times: By the same, Geschichte der 
prot. Theol. von der Concordienformel an bis in die Mitte des 
18, Jahrh. Gott. 831. 8. Comp. Walch, J. G., histor. u. theolog. 
Kinleitung in die Religionsstreitigkeiten in und aufserhalb der 
lutherischen Kirche, Jena 733. x. 8. 

(°) Works which treat on particular subjects will be mentioned 
in their proper place. Essays in which the systems of indivi- 
dual fathers are more fully discussed, will be found in the works 
of Rossler, Augusti, Mohler, a. 0. mentioned ὃ 14. n. 1. 

(7) Works oN Dogmatic THEOLOGY WHICH ALSO CONSIDER THE 
History or Docrrines, or include it: Seiler, G. 1, Theologia 
dogmatico-polemica, cum compendio historiz dogmatum, Kd. 3. 
Erl. 789. 8. Gruner, 1. F., Institutionum theologiz dogmatic 
lib. 11. Hal, 777. 8. Déderlein, I. Ch., Institutio theologi chris- 
tiani in capitibus religionis theoreticis, Hd. 6. Alt. 797. i. 8. 
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Stdudlin, C. Fr., Lehrbuch der Dogmatik und Dogmengeschichte 
(Gott. 801. 809.) 822. 8. * Wegscheider, 1. A. L., Institutiones 
theol. christ. dogmatic, addita singulorum dogmatum historia 
et censura, Hal. 815, ed. 7. 833. *Bretschneider, L. G., Hand- 
buch der Dogmatik der evangelischen Kirche, ii. 8. Lipz. 828. 
By the same: Versuch einer systematischen Entwicklung aller 
in der Dogmatik vorkommenden Begriffe, nach den symb. 
Buchern der luth. Kirche, Lpz. 819. *Hase, Karl, Lehrbuch 
der evangelischen Dogmatik, Stuttg. 826. 8. (2d edit. Lpz. 838.) 
*By the same: Gnosis oder evang. Glaubenslehre fur die Ge- 
bildeten in der Gemeinde, wissenschaftlich dargestellt, ii. vol. 
Lpz. 827—29. |[Knapp, G. Ch., Vorlesungen uber die christ- 
liche Glaubenslehre, herausgeg. von Thilo. 2d edit. 1837. Chris- 
tian Theology by G. Ch. Knapp, translated into English by 
Leonh. Woods, jun. And. 1831. Hahn, Aug. Lehrbuch der 
christl. Dogmatik, Lpz. 1828.] On the history of the Protes- 
tant doctrine: *De Wette, W. M. L., Dogmatik der evangelisch- 
lutherischen Kirche, nach den symbolischen Buchern und den 
altern Dogmatikern, (as 2d part of his Lebrb. der christl. Dog- 
matik) 2d edit. Berlin 821. 8d edit. 1840. Klein, F. A., Dar- 
stellung des dogmatischen Systems der evangel. prot. Kirche, 
Jena 822. 2d revised edit. by Dr. Lobegott Lange, ibid. 835. 
*Hase, Hutterus redivivus, od. Dogmatik der evangelisch- 
lutherischen Kirche, Lpz. 829. 2d edit. Worxs on THE History 
oF Doematic THEOLOGY: Heinrich, Ch. G., Versuch einer Ge- 
schichte der verschiedenen Lehrarten derchristl. Glaubenswahr- 
heiten und der merkwiurdigsten Systeme und Compendien 
derselben, von Christo bis auf unsere Zeiten, Lpz. 790. Schick- 
edanz, T’..V., Versuch einer Geschichte der christl. Glaubenslehre 
und der merkwurdigsten Syteme, Compendien, Normalschriften 
und Katechismen der christl.. Hauptparteien, Braunschw. 1827, 
fliigge u. Stdéudlin, Gesch. der theol. Wissenschaften. 

(8) Stdudlin, K. F., Geschichte der Sittenlehre Jesu, 3 vol. 
Gott. 799—812. *De Wette: Christliche Sittenlehre, i. 8. 
Berlin 819. 24: The shorter Compendium of the same author : 
Lehrbuch der christlichen Sittenlehre und der Geschichte der- 
selben, Berlin 833. 8. 

9.) Comp. § 13. n. 1. and § 4. (on the signification of Symbo- 
lik.) * Marheinecke, Dr. Phil., christl. Symbolik, oder his- 
torisch-kritische und dogmatisch-comparative Darstellung des 
katholischen, lutherischen, reformirten und socinianischen Lehr- 
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begriffs, Heidelb. vol. 1. part 1. ἢ. 1810. part i. 1813. (also un- 
der the title: das System des Katholicismus.) By the same: 
Institutiones symbolice, doctrinam Catholicorum, Protestantium, 
Socinianorum, ecclesiz greecee minorumque societatt. christ. 
summam et discrimina exhibentes, Berol. 812. ed. 3. 830. Marsh, 
Herb., vergleichende Darstellung der prot. engl. u. rém. kath. 
Kirche, oder Prifung des Protestantismus und Katholicismus 
τ. 8. w., ἃ. d. Engl.m. Anm. von 1. C. Schreiter, Sulzb. 821. 8. 
* Weiner, B., comparative Darstellung des Lehrbegriffs der ver- 
schiedenen christlichen Kirchenpartheien, nebst vollstandigen 
Belegen aus den symbolischen Schriften derselben in der Ur- 
sprache (mit angehangten Tabellen) Lpz. 824. 4. new edit. 837. 
+ Mohler, I. A., Symbolik, oder Darstellung der dogmatischen 
Gegensatze der Katholiken und Protestanten, nach ihren offent- 
lichen Bekenntnissschriften, Mainz 832. (33. 34.) 35. 8. On the 
other side: Baur, Ferd. Chr., Gegensatz des Katholicismus und 
Protestantismus nach den Principien und Hauptdogmen der 
beiden Lehrbegriffe, Tub, 834. 8. Nitzsch, K. Im., prot. Beant- 
wort. der Symbolik Mohlers; in reply: Mohler, neue Unter- 
suchung der Lehrgegensitze zwischen den Katholiken und Pro- 
testanten, Mainz 834. 35. 8. and again: Baur, Erwiderung auf 
Mohlers neueste Polemik u. s. w. Tub. 834. 8.—Aollner, Ed., 
Symbolik aller christlichen Confessionen, 1. vol. Symbolik der 
luth. Kirche, Hamb. 837. Guerike, H. E. F., allgem. christ]. 
Symbolik vom luth. kirchl. Standpuncte, Lpz. 839. (Editions of 
the symbolical books, comp. § 13. 1.) 


FIRST PERIOD. 


FROM THE APOSTOLIC AGE TO THE DEATH OF ORIGEN, 
OR FROM THE YEAR 80 TO THE YEAR 254. 


THE AGE OF APOLOGETICS. 


A GENERAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING 
THE FIRST PERIOD. 


Qi 


CHRIST AND CHRISTIANITY. 


On the Life of Christ, in general comp. the earlier harmonies of the gos- 
pels, [ Davidson, S, in Kitto 1. 6. sub voce,] and the modern works of 
Fess, Hase, Paulus, Strauss, and (in reference to the latter) Weisse, 
Neander, Wilke, Kuhn, Theile, ete. [Voices of the Church, in reply to 
Dr. Strauss, by the Rev. J. R. Beard, Lond. 1845.] Concerning the 
internal or apologetico-dogmatic aspect of his life, which forms the basis 
of the history of doctrines, comp. (Reinhkard,) Versuch tiber den Plan, 
den der Stifter der christlichen Religion zum Besten der Menschheit 
entwarf, Wittenberg, 1781. new edit. with additions, by Heubner, Wit- 
tenb. 1830. (primarily as a reply to the Wolfenbiittel Fragments.) 
Herder, 17, G., vom Erloser der Menschen, nach den drei ersten Evan- 
gelien, Riga, 1796. By the same: vom Sohne Gottes, der Welt Hei- 
land, nach Johannes, Riga, 1797. (Comp. Werke zur Religion und 
Theologie, vol. xi. or Christliche Schriften, part 1.) Bohme, Ch. T., die 
Religion Jesu Christi, aus ihren Urkunden dargestellt, Halle, 1825-27. 
* Ullmann, iiber die Stindlosigkeit Jesu; in the Studien und Kritiken, 
1828. part 1, reprinted, Hamb. 1883. [Dr. Ullmann, on the sinless 
Character of Jesus, in Clarks Students’ Cabinet Library of Useful 
Tracts.] By the same: Was setzt die Stiftung der christlichen Kirche 
durch einen Gekreuzigten voraus? in the Studien und Kritiken, 


32 THE AGE OF APOLOGETICS. 


1822-3. p. 579. 596, (and reprinted in the treatise: Historisch oder 
mythisch ὃ Beitrage zur Beantwortung der gegenwartigen Lebensfrage 
der Theologie, Hamb. 1838.) Fritzsche, Ch. T. de ἀναμαφτησία Jesu 
Christi, Commentationes 4. (reprinted in:  Fritzschiorum opuscula 
academica, Lips. 1838. p. 48. seq.) *Schwetzer, Alew., tiber die Digni- 
tat des Religionstifters, in the Studien und Kritiken, 1834. Lucke, 7’. 
two programmes (against Hase:) Examinatur, quae speciosius super 
commendata est sententia de mutato per eventa adeoque sensim emendato 
Christi consilio, Gétt. 1831. 4. On the other side: Hase, Streit- 
schriften, Leipz. 1834, 


Tue incarnation of our Redeemer, and the introduction 
of Christianity into the world, may be considered as the 
germ of the history of doctrines. 

The object of all further investigations is, in the positive 
pomt of view, to develope this germ; in the negative, to 
guard it against all foreign additions and infiuences. 
Accordingly, we assume as an apologetical axiom, that 
Jesus Christ brought to light something which, in rela- 
tion to the past,(.) was new and original, 7. 6. a revela- 
tion, and in relation to the future, is theoretically per- 
fect, and does not stand in need of any correction or im- 
provement.(2.) This is the principle on which the his- 
tory of doctrines proceeds, and according to which we 
judge of all its phenomena. We cannot, therefore, sepa- 
rate his doctrine from his person. For the peculiar and 
spotless relation in which Christ, as the Son of God, 
stands to the Deity, as well as the spiritual and moral 
regeneration which from himself, as the Redeemer, 
should flow to the whole human race, form the germ and 
central point of his doctrine. It bears not the character 
of a system composed of certain already established 
ideas, but it is a religious and moral fact, the joyful 
News (εὐαγγέλιον, κήρυγμα) of which should proclaim salva- 
tion to all men on the condition of faith, and a willing- 
ness to repent and obey in newness of life. Jesus is 
not the author of dogmatic theology, but the author and 
finisher of our farth, (Heb. xii. 2,) not the founder of a 
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sect, but emphatically the founder of religion and of the 
church. On this account he did not propound dogmas 
dressed in a scientific garb, but he taught the word of 
God in a simply human and popular manner, for the 
most part in parables and sentences. We find these 
enumerated in the canonical gospels, though in a some- 
what different form in the gospel of John from that in 
the synoptical gospels.@) It is the common object of 
evangelical interpretation, of the history of the life of 
Jesus, of apologetics and biblical theology, to ascertain 
their peculiar. contents, and to reduce them to certain 
fundamental ideas, and one uniform principle. 


(.) Our Saviour, indeed, adopted many notions already in 
existence, especially the Mosaic doctrine of one God, and per- 
haps to some extent the prevailing opinions and expectations of 
the age concerning the doctrine of angels, the kingdom of God, 
etc. But to consider him merely as the reformer of Judaism, 
would be to take a very narrow view of his work. 

@.) That Christianity should become more perfect, is impos- 
sible, from the Christian point of view, if we look merely at the 
idea of religion as taught by the Son of God ; for this is no less 
perfect in itself than it is realized by the incarnation of Christ. 
There is therefore no room within the history of doctrines for 
a new revelation, which could supersede that system of which 
Jesus isthe founder. (Comp. the recent controversy in reference 
to the question whether, and in how far individuals may be 


said to attain unto perfection.) 
3) In the synoptical gospels we find more of doctrina Christi, 


in John more of doctrina de Christo. 


8. 18, 


THE APOSTLES. 


* Neander, Geschichte der Pflanzung und Leitung der christlichen Kirche 
durch die Apostel, vol. ii. sect. 6. [History of the Planting and 
Training of the Christian Church of the Apostles. Translat. by J. E. 
Ryland, Edinb. 1842. vol. 11. book vi. The Apostolic Doctrine. ] 


D 
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Muatihaer, G. Ch. R., der Religionsglaube der Apostel Jesu, nach 
seinem Ursprunge und Werthe, vol. i. Gétt. 1826.8. Bihme, Ch. T. 
die Religion der Apostel Jesu Christi, aus ihren Urkunden dargestellt, 
Halle, 1829. Kileuker, Johannes, Petrus and Paulus, Riga, 1785. 
Schmid, T. Ch. E. Dissertationes II. de theologia Joannis Apostoli, 
Jen. 1801. * Usteri, £. Entwickelung des Paulinischen Lehr- 
begriffs in seinem Verhaltniss zur biblischen Dogmatik des N. 
Test. Zurich, 1824. 29, 31. 382. Diéhne, A. 7., Entwickelung des 
Paulinischen Lehrbegriffs, Halle, 1835, Steiger, W. der erste Brief 
Petri, mit Beriiiksichtigung des ganzen biblischen Lehrbegriffs, 
Berlin, 1832. Ulrich, M., Versuch einer Eintheilung der biblischen 
Dogmatik des Neuen Testaments, in Réhrs Krit. Predigerbibliothek, 
xix. 1, [frommann, Johanneischer Lehrbegriff, 1831, Kostlin, der 
Lehrbegriff des Evangelium und der Briefe Johannis und die verwand- 
ten neutestamentlichen Lehrbegriffe. Berl. 1843. Zholuck, Remarks 
on the Life, Character, and Style of the Apostle Paul, in Clark’s Stu- 
dents’ Cabinet Library of Useful Tracts.] 


The first disciples of the Lord were, like their Master, 
far from propounding dogmatic systems. But as they 
had made the doctrine primarily taught by Christ him- 
self, the subject of theoretical consideration and con- 
templation, as their hearts and lives practically bore 
witness to the truths they had received, and his spiritual 
nature had been renewed, and as it were personified in 
them, we find in the writings of the more talented among 
them,(') traces of a system of Christian doctrines. While 
Peter and James (and in this respect they may be,com- 
pared with the synoptical writers) simply relate what is 
delivered to them without any subjective reflection,(.) 
we find that an internal and contemplative perception 
of Christianity prevails in the writings of John, but a 
practical dialectic tendency in those of Paul, who was 
afterwards called.@) They may be said to be types of 
later theological modes of thinking and teaching.) 


7.) Tf we speak of the apostolic doctrine in general, we have 
to bear in mind that we do not refer to the twelve apostles, of 
whose doctrinal views we possess but very imperfect knowledge. 
For it is yet uncertain, whether the Epistle of James was 
written by the apostle of that name, (Jacobus minor), or by 
James, the brother of the Lord, (which is more probable): the 
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same may be said respecting the Epistle of Jude. (Comp. Her- 
der, Briefe zweier Briider Jesu in unserm Kanon, and the com- 
mentaries.) [ZLardner, vi. 162-202; Wright, W., in Kitto, 
Cyclop. of Bibl. Literat.] Accordingly Peter and John alone 
remain ; but the second epistle of the one, and the second and 
third epistles of the other, were very early reckoned amongst 
the Antilegomena. [Wright, W., in Kitto, 1. 6. sub voce]; the 
genuineness of the second epistle of Peter in particular has 
again been impugned in modern times. Comp. De Weite’s 
Hinleitung ins N. Test. ὃ 172. 173. [Neander, hist. of the 
plant. a. train. of the ch. ii. p. 33. 34. Wright, W., in Kitto, 
1. c. sub voce. | 

@) If the first epistle of Peter is genuine, it is undoubtedly of 
greater importance in the dogmatic point of view, than that of 
James, who gives an undue prominence to practical Christiani- 
ty, and scarcely once refers to the doctrine of Christ, though 
he occasionally evinces a profound acquaintance with the nature 
of faith, and the Divine economy, (ch. 1. 13. seq. 25; 1. 10. ete.) 
But dogmatic ideas appear in the writings of Peter more asa 
vast mass of materials, which are, as yet, in their rough state; 
“an vain we look in his writings for that decided originality, 
the stamp of which ts so manifestly impressed upon the works 
of John and Paul.’ De Wettel.c. Comp. however, Rauch, 
Rettung der Originalitat des ersten Briefes Petri, in Winer’s and 
Engelhardt’s Kritischem Journal. viii. p. 896. a. Steiger 1. 6. 
[“ It bears with it the impress of the apostolic spirit.” Neander 
lc. u. p. 33.) 

(3) John and Paul are then the prominent representatives of 
the dogmatic theology of primitive Christianity. Concerning 
the former, we have to consider besides his epistles the intro- 
duction to his gospel, and the peculiarities before alluded to in 
his relation of the discourses of Christ. (On the book of Reve- 
lation the opinions of critics have ever been, and still are differ- 
ent. [comp. Davidson, S., in Kitto 1. 6. sub voce.| It is of spe- 
cial importance for Eschatology.) The manifestation of God in 
the flesh—union with God through Christ—life from and in 
God—and victory over the world and sin through this life, which 
is a life of love—these are the fundamental doctrines propound- 
ed by John. (Comp. Lzicke’s Commentaries on his writings; 
Rickli’s Predigten uber den ersten Brief; Tholuck’s and De 
Wette’s Commentaries on the gospel; Paulus ber die 3 Lehr- 
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briefe.) [Frommann 1. c. Wright, W., in Kitto 1. ¢. sub v. 
Neander, 1. ὁ. p. 240, flwg. “ Hence every thing in his view 
turned on one simple contrast ;—divine life in communion with 
the Redeemer—death in estrangement from him.’’] Paul differs 
from John materially and formally. a. Materially : John sets 
forth the principles of theology and christology, Paul those of 
anthropology, and the doctrine of redemption ; nevertheless the 
writings of John are also of importance for anthropology, those 
of Paul for theology and christology. But the central point of 
John’s theology is the incarnation of the Logos in Christ; the 
fundamental principle of the Pauline doctrine is, justification by 
faith. ὁ. Formally: Paul developes his ideas before the soul 
of the reader, reproduces them in him, and unfolds all the re- 
sources of dialectic art, in which traces of former rabbinical edu- 
cation may still be seen. John proceeds thetically and apodic- 
tically, draws the reader into the depths of mystic vision. 
[Germ. Anschauung; comp. fose, preface to his translation of 
Neander’s history of the church, etc. 11. p. xv. xvi. ], announces 
divine things in a prophetic tone, and addresses himself more to 
the believing mind than to reason. John styles his readers 
children, Paul calls them his brethren. (Comp. on the difference 
between Paul and John, Stawdenmeier aber Joh. Scot. Erigena, 
p. 220 fiwg.) <A peculiar theological tendency is represented 
in the epistle to the Hebrews. It is related to the Pauline doc- 
trine with a prevailing leaning towards the typical; formally it 
holds the medium between the form in which Paul represents 
Divine truth, and the style adopted by John. ([Neander, 
hist. of plant. a. train, 11. p. 212—229.| (On the question re- 
specting its author, comp. the Commentaries of Bleek, [ Stuart, | 
Tholuck, [translat. into English by J. Hamilton and J. E. Ryland, 
Edinb. 1842. 2 vol.] and [Alewander, W. L.,in Katto 1. c. sub 
voce. | ) 

(..) The farther developement of the history of doctrines will 
show, how the tendency represented by John prevailed during 
the first period in relation to the doctrine of the Logos, and to 
christology ; it was not until the second period that Augustine 
put the Pauline doctrine in the foreground. 


CIVILIZATION OF THE AGE AND PHILOSOPHY. reat 


8.10. 


CIVILIZATION OF THE AGE AND PHILOSOPHY. 


Souverain tiber den Platonismus der Kirchenvater, mit Anmerkungen von 
Léffler, 2. edit. 1792. £ichte, Im., de Philosophiae novae platonicae 
origine, Berol. 1818. 8. Ackermann, das Christliche im Plato und in 
der platonischen Philosophie, Hamb. 1833, Diuhne, A. T., geschicht- 
liche Darstellung der jiidisch-alexandrinischen Religionsphilosophie, in 2 
parts, Halle 1834. Gfrérer, Kritische Geschichte des Urchristen- 
thums, vol. i. under the title: Philo und die alexandrinische Theosophie, 
2 parts, Stuttgardt 1831. By the same: das Jahrhundert des Heils, 2 
parts, Stuttg. 1836. (Zur Geschichte der Urchristenthums.) Georgii, 
iiber die neuesten Gegensatze in Auffassung der alexandrinischen Reli- 
gionsphilosophie, insbesonders des jiidischen Alexandrinismus, in Illgens 
Zeitschrift fir historische Theologie, 1839. 3, p. 1 flwg. 4. p. 1 flwe. 
Tennemann, Geschichte-der Philosophie, vol. vii. &itter, vol. iv. Schleier- 
macher, Geschichte der Philosophie, p. 154 filwg. 


Though it cannot be proved that any philosophical 
system of the age, and least of all the oriental-platonic 
philosophy, which had its chief seat in Alexandria, and 
is represented in its bearing upon Judaism by Philo, ex- 
erted any direct influence upon the writers of the New 
Testament,7) yet it must be admitted, that there exists 
a speculative connection between the notions propounded 
in these systems, and those set forth in the New Testa- 
ment.) But the speculative tendency of the earliest Fa- 
thers of the church, (after the age of the apostolical Fa- 
thers), induced them to adopt more distinctly, than had 
been done before, already existing logical definitions of 
philosophical schools. ‘Thus it happened that during 
this period Stoicism, Aristotelianism, etc. made their 
appearance along with prevailing Platonism.C) 


0) Comp. Thetle, Christus und Philo, in Winers und Engel- 
hardts Kritischem Journal, vol. 9. part 4. p. 385. Scheffer, 
quaest. Philon. Sect. 2. p. 41 flwg. Liicke, Commentar zum 
Joh. 1. p. 245. Editions of Philo: Turnebus (1552), Hoschel 


38 THE AGE OF APOLOGETICS. 


(1613), the Parisian (1640), *Mangey (1742), Pfeiffer (5 vol. Eri. 
1520), comp. the programme of F. C. Miller, Basel 1839. 4. 

(3) This manifests itself especially in the doctrine of the 
Logos; but the mere abstract and ideal notion of philosophers 
becomes a concrete fact in Christianity, an historical event in 
the sphere of real life; on this account “ ἐΐ 7s alike contrary to 
historical truth, to deny the influence of the age upon the external 
phenomena and the didactic developement of the gospel, and to 
ascribe tts internal origin and true nature to the age. Licke 
1 0. 

(3) While Platonism, (though under different modifications), 
prevails in the writings of Justin Martyr, and the Fathers of the 
Alexandrian school in particular, Aristotelianism shows itself 
6. g. in the doctrine of the Artemonites, comp. Neander Kirchen- 
gesch, 1. 3. p. 1000, [translat. by Rose, 1. p. 263 flwg.], and 
Stoicism in the writings of Tertullian (corporeity of God) ; 
generally speaking, during this period “ philosophy appears in 
connection with theology.” Schleiermacher 1. ο. p. 154. 


§ 20. 
TRADITION.—APOSTLES’ CREED. 


“Marheineeke, Ursprung und Entwickelung der Orthodoxie und Heterodoxie 
in der ersten 3 Jahrhunderten (in Daub und Creuzers Studien, Heidelb. 
1807, vol. 11. p. 96 flwg.) + Mohler, Hinheit der Kirche oder Princip 
des Katholicismus im Geiste der Kirchenvater der ersten 3 Jabrhun- 
dorte, Tiib. 1825. Vossius, J. G., de tribus symbolis, Dissertt. iii. 
Amstel. 1701. fol. King, 2., History of the Apostles’ Creed, with cri- 
tical observations, 5. edit. Lond. 1738. (Latin translation by Olearius, 
Lips. 1706. Bas. 1768.) [ Witsius, H., Dissertations on what is com- 
monly called the Apostles’ Creed. Transl. from the Latin by D. Fraser, 
Edinb. 1823. Dissert i.—Heylyn, P., The Summe of Christian Theo- 
logy, contained in the Apostles’ Creed. Lond. 1673, fol.— Barrow, J., 
Exposition of the Creed, (Theolog. works, vol. v.) Oxf. 1838. Sect. 
1.1 


Before scientific theology developed itself by the aid 
of philosophical speculation as γνῶσις, the teaching of the 
apostles had been historically established as a simple rule 
of faith, ( τίστις, Acts vi. 7.) This was accomplished by 
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putting together those elements (στοιχεῖα) of Christian 
doctrine, which were accounted essential. The κήρυγμα 
ἀποστολικὸν, παράδοσις ἀποστολικὴ Was first transmitted by oral 
tradition, and afterwards appeared in a written form.() 
What is commonly called the Apostles’ Creed (aposto- 
lic symbol), is most probably composed of various con- 
fessions of faith, used by the primitive church in baptis- 
mal services. Though it did not proceed from the apos- 
tles themselves, yet it substantially preserved the prin- 
ciples of apostolic tradition.@? 


(1) Comp. the rules of faith of Irenzeus, adv. heret. i. c. 10. 
(Grabe c. 2.) Tertull. de virgin. vel. c. 1. de prescript. Her. 
6. 13. advers. Prax. c. 2. Orig. de prascript. prooem. ὃ 4. Ὁ. 
Miunscher edit. by von Colln, 1. 16—19. On the use of tradi- 
tion and its relation to Holy Scripture comp. below, § 33 and 37. 

(ὦ) The tradition of its apostolic origin mentioned by Rufinus 
exposit. symb. apost. (in Baron. annal. a. 44. No. 14. [ Witsius 1.6. 
p. 9.7} was already doubted by Laur. Valla, and afterwards by 
Erasmus; some of the earlier Protestants however, e.g. the 
Magdeb. Centur. still attached credit to it—Comp. Basnage, 
Exercitationes histor. crit. ada. 44. No. 17. Budde, Isagoge, 
Ῥ. 441. where the literature. Meander, Kirch. Gesch. 1. 2. p. 
535. [transl. by Rose, i. p. 851.] Marheinecke, 1. ὁ. p. 160. 
[ Heylyn, 1. ὁ. p. 8. flwg. Barrow, 1. ὁ. 218. 219.] 


g 21, 
HERESIES. 


Πρ, Th., de haeresiarchis aevi apostolici. Lips. 1690. 1703. 4, [Burton, 
Edw., Theolog. Works, iii. Bampton Lectures on the Heresies of the 
Apostolic Age. Oxf. 1837. Comp. the introduction where the lite- 


rature is given. | 


Every departure from the apostolic canon was con- 
sidered (in opposition to the Catholic church) as αἵρεσις 
(Germ. Irrlehre, Ketzerei; Engl. heresy).“) So early 
as the apostolic age we find false teachers, some of whom 
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are mentioned in the New Testament itself,@) others in 
the works of earlier ecclesiastical writers.°-) Concerning 
their personal history and doctrine many points are still 
involved in obscurity, which, in the absence of trust- 
worthy historical evidence, cannot easily and satisfactorily 
be cleared up. » 


() Αἵρεσις (from αἱρεῖσθαι) and σχίσμα were primarily synonymous 
terms, (1 Cor. xi. 18, 19.), but in later times the one was used to 
denote a departure from the true faith, the other to designate 
a disruption which took place in consequence of differences 
of opinion concerning liturgy, discipline, or ecclesiastical polity. 
The word αἵρεσις was not originally employed in a bad sense, it is 
vox media; comp. Acts v.17; xv. 5; xxvi. 5. [Burton, 1. ὁ. 
Ῥ. 8.] Ecclesiastical writers themselves call Christianity a sect, 
(Tertull. Apol.i.1, and in many other places), and even Constan- 
tine gives the Catholic church the name αἵρεσις. Euseb. x. ¢. 5. 
On the contrary, in Gal. v. 20. the same term is used in con- 
nection with Eiders, διχοστασίαι, etc. Comp. ΡΘΕ ΠΗ. (ψευδοδι- 
δάσκαλοι.) Synonymous terms are: ἑτεροδιδασχαλία, 1 Tim. i. 3; 
Vi. 8. Ψευδώνυμος γνῶσις, Ch. vi. 20; ματαιολογία, ch. i. 6; the ad- 
ject. αἱρετικὸς, Tit. m1. 10. Comp. Wettst. N. T. ii. 147. Suicer, 
Thesaurus sub v. Various etymologies of the German word 
Ketzer (ital. Gazzari, whether from xa3agi¢, or from the Chazares 
—like bougre from the Bulgares?) Comp. AZosheim, unparteiische 
und grindliche Kettzergeschichte, Helmst. 1746. p. 3857 flwe. 
Wackernagel, alt deutsches Lesebuch, p. 675. On the scientific 
use of heresies: Orig. Hom. 9. in Num. opp. T. ii. p. 296: Nam 
si doctrina ecclesiastica simplex esset et nullis intrinsecus heere- 
ticorum dogmatum assertionibus cingeretur, non poterat tam 
claraet tam examinata videri fides nostra. Sed idcirco déctrin- 
am catholicam contradicentium obsidet oppugnatio; ut fides 
nostra non otto torpescat, sed exercitirs elimetur. Comp. August. 
de civit. D, xvii. ὁ. 51. 

@) On the different parties in the Church of Corinth, (which, 
however caused only schisms zn, but not separations from the 
congregation,) comp. Schenkel, Dan. de Ecclesia Corinthia 
primaeva factionibus turbata, Bas. 1838. [Neander, history of 
the plant. a, train. 1. p. 268—282. Billroth, Comment. on the 
Corinth. transl, by Alexander, i, p. 11. Alexander, W. L., in 
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Kitto, Cyclop. of Bibl. Lit. sub voce.] With respect to the 
heretics mentioned in the N. T. the attention of critics has 
chiefly been directed to those alluded to in the Epistle to 
the Colossians, and in the pastoral epistles. Concerning 
the former, (were they theosophical Essenes, or Jewish Chris- 
tians?) comp. Schneckenburger in the appendix to his trea- 
tise uber die Proselytentaufe, p. 213. Béhmer, Isagoge in 
Epist. a Paulo ad Coloss. datam, 1829, p. 131. Meander, Ap. 
Gesch. vol. 1. [history οἵ the plant. a. train. 1. p. 374—38S81. 
Alexander, W. L., in Kitto, 1. 6, sub voce.| Among the latter 
flymenaeus and Philetus only are mentioned by name, as deny- 
ing the doctrine of resurrection, 2 ΤΊη,. 11. 17, 18, [ Burton, 1. c. 
p- 135 flwg. Ryland, J. E., in Kitto, 1. ο. sub voce.] But the 
inquiry relative to the character of these heretics is intimately 
connected with the critical examination of the genuineness of 
the epistles themselves. Comp. Baur, T. Ch., die sogenanten 
Pastoralbriefe, des Apostels Paulus, aufs Neue kritisch unter- 
sucht, Stuttg. 1835. On the other side: Baumgarten, Mich., die 
Aechtheit der Pastoralbriefe, Berlin, 1837; comp. alsothe reply of 
Baur in his treatise: Ueber the Ursprung des Episcopats, Tub. 
1838. p.14 ilwg. [Alewander, W. L.,in Kitto 1. ὁ. art. Timothy, 
Titus. ] Concerning the Wicolaitans, Rev. 11. 6, 15. and those that 
hold the doctrine of Balaam, Rev. 11. 14. (comp. Iren. 1. 26. and 
the erroncous derivation from Nicolas, Acts vi. 5.) v. the Commen- 
taries on the Book of Revelation, [comp. Davidson, S., in Kitto 
]. c.] (Ewald, p. 110.) Meander, Kirch. Gesch. i. 2. p. 774. 
flwg. [ transl. by Rose, ii. 116.—History of the plant. a. train. 1}. 
50). Burton 1. ὁ, Lect, v. p. 145 flwg.—Lee, &., in Kitto 1. ¢.] 
(6) The heresiarch Simon Magus who is described in the N. 
Test. (Acts vill.) as a man of an immoral character, but not as a 
heretic, is nevertheless represented by Clem. Al. (Strom. 11. 11. 
vu. 17.) and Orig. (contra Cels. 1. p. 57.) as the founder of a 
sect; by Irenaeus (adv. Haer. 1. 23. 24.) and E:piphanius, (Haer. 
21.) even as the author of all heresies. Concerning his adven- 
tures and disputation with Peter, many fictitious stories were 
current among the earlier writers, (v. the Clementina and Jus- 
tin M. Apol. 1. ο. 56.)—On Simon Magus and the two Samaritans 
Dositheus and Menander, (Kuseb. 11. 26.) comp. Neander, Kirch. 
Gesch. 1. 2. p. 779. [transl. by Rose, ii. p. 118. Hist. of the 
plant. a. train. i. 67—74.—Burton 1. ο. Lect. iv. p. 87118, and 
note 40; by the same: Lectures on the ecclesiast. hist. of the 
first cent., p. 77 flwg. Gieseler, 1. ὁ. 1. § 18. ἢ, 8. where the lite- 
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rature is given. Alexander, W.L., in Kitto 1, 6.] Marhetnecke (in 
Daub’s Studien 1. c. p. 116.) Regarding the assertion of Heges. 
ap. Euseb. iu. 82. that the church had not been stained with 
any heresy previous to the time of Trajan (παρϑένος καϑαρὼ καὶ 
ἀδιάφϑορος ἔμεινεν ἡ ἐχκλησία) com. Marheinecke 1. c. 


§ 22, 
JUDAISM AND ETHNICISM. 


There were two errorsagainst which the new religion had 
to guard, lest it should lose its peculiar religious features, 
and disappear in another religion already in existence : 
against a relapse into Judaism on the one side, and against 
a mixture with paganism, with speculation borrowed 
from it, and with a mythologizing tendency on the other. 
Accordingly the earliest heresies of which we have any 
trustworthy account, appear either as judaizing, or as 
ethnizing (hellenizing) tendencies. But as Jewish and 
Pagan elements were blended with each other about the 
rise of Christianity, manifold modifications and transi- 
tions from the one to the other might take place. 

Concerning the different forms of heathenism (occi- 
dental and oriental), as well as the earher and later pe- 
riods of the Jewish dispensation, comp. Dorner Entwicke- 
lungsgeschichte der Lehre von der Person Christi, p. 4. 


flwe. 


bo 


3. 


ὃ 
ς 
EBIONITES AND CERINTHUS.—DOCETAE AND GNOSTICS. 


Gieseler, von den Nazardern und Ebioniten, in Staudlins und Tzschir- 
ners Archiv. vol. iv. st. 2. Credner, tiber Essder und Ebioniten und 
einem theilweisen Zusammenhange derselben. (in Winers Zeitschrift fiir 
wissenschaftl. Theol. 827. parts 2. a. 3.) Lange, Lobeg., Beitrage zur 
altern Kirchengeschichte, Leipzig 826. 1 vol. Baur, de Ebionitarum 
origine et doctrina ab Essenis repetenda, Ttib. 831. Schnechkenburger, 
Beitrage zur Einleitung ins Neue Testament, Stuttg. 882, Schmidt, 
Cerinth, ein judaisirender Christ, in his Bibliothek fur Kritik und 
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Exegetik, vol. i. p. 181 ss. Paulus, historia Cerinthi, in Introductio 
in N. Test. capit. selectiora, Jen. 799. Niemeyer, A. H., de Docetis, 
Hal. 823. 4. Lewald, de doctrina gnostica, Heidelberg 819. Liicke, 
1, in der theologischen Zeitschrift, Berlin 820. part 2. p. 132. *Nean- 
der, genet. Entwicklung der vornehmsten gnostischen Systeme, Berlin 
818. Matter, histoire critique du Gnosticisme, Paris 828. ii. *Baur, 
christliche Gnosis, oder die christliche Religionsphilosophie in ihrer ges- 
chichtlichen Entwicklung, ΤΡ, 835. Comp. the works on ecclesiast. 
hist. by Gieseler, i. Ὁ. 149 ss. Neander, i. p. 414. Hase, p. 90 ss, 
Schleierm., Geschichte der Philosophie, p. 160-65. [Neander, transl. of 
Rose, 11, p. 9-140. Surton, Bampton Lectures, Lect. ii. to be comp. 
with Potter, J., in Kitto, Cyclop. of Biblic. Liter. Art. Gnosticism. 
Norton, A., on the Genuineness of the Gospels, vol. ii. a. iii. 1844. ] 


The judaizing tendency is chiefly represented by the 
Ebionites, of whom the Nazarenes(?.) are a species more 
nearly approaching the orthodox faith, and with whom 
other judaizing sects of a more indefinite character are 
connected.@) How far Cerinthus*) participates in this 
tendency, or whether he does not rather blend Gnosti- 
cism with Judaism, like the (yet doubtful) later Ebion- 
ites in the Clementine Homilies,(5,) is a question demand- 
ing more careful investigation. In the first place come 
the Docetae®) forming a strict contrast with the Jewish- 
Kbionitic tendency, and secondly, comprising many rami- 
fications, the Gnostics,“-) some of whom however are 
more strongly opposed to Judaism than others.(*) 


(.) On the derivation of Ebionites from ΣΝ and their his. 
tory, comp. Orig. contra Celsum IL. towards the commencement; 
Irenaeus adv. Haer. I. 26. Tert. praescr. Haer. 33. de carne 
Christi, c. 14, Euseb. iv. 27. Epiph. Haer. 29. 30. Hieron. in 
Matth. vii. 9; xix. 20. in Iesai. xii. Cat. script. eccles. ὁ. 3. 
and the works on ecclesiast. history. [Veander, transl. ii. 9. 
flwg. Burton, 1. c. Lect. vi. p. 183 flwg.] Their narrow attach- 
ment to Jewish tradition, which sought to impose the yoke of 
the law upon Christians, prevented them from forming a higher 
idea of Christ, than that involved in the Jewish conception of 
the Messiah. Accordingly, when they regarded Jesus as the 
son of Joseph and Mary, this opinion did not proceed (as in the 
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case of the Artemonites § 24.) from a rationalistic source, but 
had its root in their spiritual poverty and narrow-mindedness ; 
“ for orthodoxy which is surpassed by the civilization of the age, 
and deserted by public opinion, becomes heresy.” (ase, Kirchen- 
geschichte, p. 50.) With their Jewish notions concerning the 
law and the Messiah would accord the sensual, millennial ex- 
pectations of which Jerome (1. ὁ. but no other writer) accuses 
them. 

®) Origen (contra Cels. v. Opp. i. p. 625.) mentions two differ- 
ent kinds of Hbionites, of whom the one class approached the or- 
thodox doctrine of the church more nearly than the other. 
These more moderate Ebionites are perhaps the same, to whom 
Jeromeand Epiph. give the name Nazarenes, which was formerly 
applied to all Christians. They taught that the law (circumci- 
sion in particular) was obligatory on Jewish Christians only, and 
believed Jesus to be the son of the Virgin Mary, but a mere 
man; of course they rejected his pre-existence. Comp. the 
treatise of Gieseler 1. c. [Burton 1. ὁ. p. 184.] 

8.) Hikesaites, Sampsaet, etc. Epiph. Haer. 19. 1—380. 3. 17. 
(Euseb. iv.) “14 seems impossible, accurately to distinguish 
these different Jewish sects, which perhaps were only different 
grades of the order of the Essenes, assisted, as we are, merely by 
the confused reminiscences of the fourth century.” (Hasel. ο. p. 
7. 90.) 

(4) Tren. i. 26. Euseb. h. 6. i. 28, (according to Cajus of Rome 
and Dionysius of Alexandria) Epiph. Haer. 28. comp. Olshausen, 
hist. eccles. veteris monumenta praecipua, vol. i. p. 223-25. 
[ Burton, 1. c. Lect. vi. p. 174 flwg.] It appears from Irenaeus, 
that the sentiments of Cerinthus are allied to Gnosticism, as he 
maintains that the world was not created by the supreme God, 
and that the Aeon Christ had descended upon the man Jesus at 
his baptism. He denies however, in common with the Ebion- 
ites, that Christ was born of the virgin, but on different, viz. ra- 
tionalistic grounds (¢mpossibile enim hoe et visum est.) Accord- 
ing to the accounts given by Eusebius his principal error con- 
sisted in gross millennarianism. Comp. the treatises of Paulus 
and Schmid, and on the remarkable, but not inexplicable mix- 
ture of Judaism and Gnosticism: Baur, Gnosis p. 404. 405. 

(.) Ag Cerinthus is said to have blended Gnostic elements with 
Jewish notions, so did one section of the Ebionites, who are 
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related to have had their foundation in the Clementine Homilies. 
Comp. Neander’s Appendix to his work on the Gnostic systems, 
and Kirchengesch. 1. 2. p. 619. 20. [transl. 1. p. 14.15. Lard- 
ner, NV., Works i. 376.377. Norton, 1. c. i. note B. p. xxiiii— 
xxxvil.| Baur, Gnosis, p. 403. and app. p. 760., and his afore- 
said programme. Schenkel however has broached a different 
opinion in his Dissert. (mentioned ὃ 21. ἢ. 2.), according to which 
the Clementine tendency would belong not to the judaizing, 
but to the rationalizing, monarchian tendency which was spread 
in Rome (comp. Liicke’s review in the Gottinger Gelehrte An- 
zeigen 1839. parts 50 and 51.) 

(6) The Docetae whom Ignatius ad Eph. 7. 18. ad Smyrn. ec. 
1—8. already opposed, and probably even the Apostle John 
(1 John 1. 1—38; iv. 2 flwg. 2 John vu.) (on the question whe- 
ther he also alludes to them in the prologue to his gospel, comp. 
Liicke I. c.) may be considered as the forerunners of the Gnostics. 
[Burton 1. 6. Lect. vi. p. 158 flwg.] They form the most de- 
cided contrast withthe Ebionites, inasmuch asthey not only main- 
tain (in opposition to them) the divinity of Christ, but also merge 
his human nature, to which the Ebionites exclusively confined 
themselves, in a mere phantom (by denying that he possessed a 
veal body.) Ebionitism (Nazareism) and Docetism form, accord- 
ing to Schleiermacher (Glaubenslehre, vol. i. p. 124.), natural 
heresies, and complete each other, as far as this can be the case . 
with one-sided opinions ; but they quite as easily pass over from 
the one to the other. Comp. Doerner, Geschichte der Christo- 
logie, p. 36. 

7) Like Docetism in the doctrine concerning Christ alone, so 
the more completely developed system of Gnosticism proceeds 
in its entire tendency to that other extreme which is opposed 
to judaizing Ebionitism. It not only contains some of the ele- 
ments of Docetism (comp. the christology in the special history 
of doctrines), but in its relation to the Old Test. it possesses a 
character more or less antinomian, and in its eschatology is ad- 
verse to millennarianism. It opposes the spirit to the letter, the 
ideal to the real. To change history into myths, to dissipate 
positive doctrines in speculation, and therefore to distinguish 
between those who only believe, and those who know, to over- 
rate knowledge (γνῶσις) in religion,—these are the principal fea- 
tures of Gnosticism. On the different usages of γνῶσις ina good: 
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and a bad sense (γνῶς. ψευδώνυμος), γνωστὴς, γνωστικὸς, comp. Suicer 
Thesaurus. Sources: Irenaeus adv. Haer. (i. 29. ii.) Tertul- 
lian adv. Marcion. lib. v. adv. Valentinianos. Scorpiace contra 
Gnosticos. Clem. Al. Strom. in different places, especially lib. 
11. li. vi. Euseb. iv. 

(6) The different classifications of the Gnostics according to 
the degree of their opposition to Judaism (Neander), according 
to countries, and the preponderance of dualism, or emanation, 
Syrian and Egyptian Gnostics (Gieseler), Gnostics of Asia 
Minor, Syrian, Roman and Egyptian Gnostices (Matter), or lastly, 
Hellenistic, Syrian and Christian (?) Gnostics (Hase), present, 
all of them, greater or less difficulties, and require additional 
classes (thus the Eclectic sect of N eander, and the Marcionites of 
Gieseler.) But Baur justly remarks that the mere classification 
according to countries is too external (Gnosis p. 106.), and di- 
rects attention to the position on which Neandevr’s classification 
is based, as the only correct one, “ because it has regard not 
only to one subordinate principle, but to a fundamental relation 
which pervades the whole.” The particular objections to the 
divisions of Neander see ibidem. The three essential forms into 
which Gnosticism may be divided, according to Baur, are: 1. 
The Valentinian, which admits the claims of Paganism, together 
with Judaism and Christianity. 2, The Marcionite, which re- 
fers especially to Christianity; and 3. the Pseudo-Clementine, 
which espouses the cause of Judaism in particular; see p. 120. 
But respecting the latter, it is yet doubtful whether it should 
be reckoned among the Gnostic tendencies. All the Gnostics 
are opposed to Judaism, and when Neander speaks of judaizing 
Gnostics, he means nothing more than that they showed a 
stronger leaning towards Judaism than the other sects, without 
being Judaizers in the sense of the Ebionites. Concerning the 
history of doctrines, it is sufficient to glance at their principal 
tenets, and the relation in which they stand to the Catholic 
church; further particulars will be found in the special history 
of heresies (comp. § 6), and in the history of the particular 
systems of Basilides, (A. Ὁ. 125—140), Valentine (140—160), 
the Ophites, Carpocrates and Epiphanes, Saturninus, Cerdo, 
Marcion (150), Bardesanes (170), ete. 
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§ 24. 


i) 


MONTANISM AND EARLIEST MONARCHIANISM. 


Wernsdorf, de Montanistis,Gedani, 1751. 4. Kirchner, de Montanistis, 
Jen. 1832. *Heinichen, de Alogis, Theodotianis, Artemonitis, Lips, 1829. 
[ Neander, Hist. of the Church, transl. by Rose, ii, 172-194.] 


The relation in which Christianity stood to the world, 
gave rise to another contrast besides the one which ex- 
isted between ihe judaizing and ethnizing tendencies. 
In the establishment of the peculiar doctrines and rites 
of the religion of Christ, different questions necessarily 
arose concerning the relation of Christianity both to 
former historical forms of religion, and to the nature of 
man and his capacities in general. Thus it might easily 
happen that speculative minds would fall into two op- 
posite errors.. On the one hand an eccentric supranatura- 
lism would manifest itself, which passing the boundaries | 
of revealed religion, conceived the true nature of in- 
spiration to consist in still continued, extraordinary emo- 
tions, and endeavoured to keep up a permanent dis- 
agreement between the natural and the supernatural. 
This is seen in what 1s called Montanism,(.) which took 
its rise im Phrygia. On the other hand, an attempt 
would be made to fill the gulf between the natural and 
the supernatural, which by explaining the wonders and 
mysteries of faith, and adapting them to the understand- 
ing, might lead to critico-sceptical rationalism.@.) This 
is apparent in the case of the first Monarchians ( Alogi?) (3.) 
whose representatives in the first period are Theodotus 
and Artemon..) The Monarchians, Prazxeas, Noétus, and 
Beryllus,5.) commonly styled Patripassians, differ from 
the preceding in more profound views on religion, and 
form the transition to Sabellianism, which will come be- 
fore us in the following period. 
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(.) Montanus of Phrygia (in which country the enthusiastic 

worship of Cybele had been prevalent from a very early pe- 
riod) made his first appearance as prophet (Paraclete) about 
the year 170, in Ardaban, on the frontiers of Phrygia and Mysia, 
and afterwards in Pepuza. He distinguished himself more by 
an enthusiastic and eccentric character, than by any particular 
dogmatic heresy, so that he became the forerunner of all the 
extravagances which pervade the history of the church.—< Jf 
any doctrine was dangerous to Christianity, it was that of Mon- 
tanus. Though only distinguished for external morality, and 
agreeing with the Catholic church in all her doctrines, he never- 
theless attacked the fundamental principle of orthodoxy. For he 
regarded Christianity, not as complete, but as affording room for 
further revelations which, in his view, were even demanded and 
announced in the promised Paraclete.” Marheinecke (in Daub 
and Creuzer’s Studien,) p. 150. There he also points out the 
contradiction in which the positive Tertullian involved himself 
by joining this sect. Millennarianism, which the Montanists pro- 
fessed, agreed well with their carnally-spiritual tendency. This 
sect (called also Cataphrygians, Pepuzians) existed down to the 
sixth century, though repeatedly condemned by ecclesiastical 
synods. Sources: Kuseb. (following Apollonius), v. 18. Epiph. 
Haer. 48. and Neander, Kirchengesch. 1. 3. p. 871 flwg. 

(5) This contrast is not established a priori, but rests on a 
historical basis, as may be seen from the fact that Tertullian 
from the Montanistic point of view, combated the Monarchians, 
and that on the other hand the Alogi, etc. opposed the millen- 
narianism of the Montanists. 

@) This term occurs in Epiph. Haer. 51. as a somewhat am- 
biguous paranomasia on the word Logos, (men void of under- 
standing notwithstanding all their understanding), because they 
rejected the doctrine of the Logos and the Gospel of John in 
which it is principally set forth, as well as the book of Revela- 
tion and the millennarian notions which are chiefly founded on 
it. But as the true character of the sect of the Alogi is not 
fully known (comp. however Heinichen |. c. and Jenaische 
Literat. Zeitung 1830. N. 89, Liicke, zur Offenbarung Johannis, 
p- 802. Meander, Kirchengesch. 1. 3. p. 1004 flwg. [transl]. 1]. 
265 flwg. Geseler 1. c. 1. §45.] ), the name itself may be gen- 
eralized in the dogmatic usage, and given to all those who 
either from a misapprehension, or a denial of the doctrine of the 
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Logos, regarded Christ as mere man. They did this, however, 
on rationalistic grounds, and from conscientious opposition, as 
6. g. Theodotus and Artemon, not from Jewish narrow-minded- 
ness, as the Ebionites. But we must not rank all the Monarch- 
ians among the Alogi, for another sect (the Patripassians) so 
far from denying the Divine nature of Christ, which John de- 
signates by the term λόγος, confounded it with God, (the Father,) 
and consequently did not admit his personality lest they might 
detract from the Divine nature of the Godhead. On this ac- 
count Neander makes a well-founded distinction between those 
two classes; Kirchengesch., i. 3. p. 990 flwg. and Antignosticus, 
Ῥ. 474. 

(4) Theodotus, a worker in leather (ὁ σκυτεὺς) from Byzantium, 
who resided at Rome about the year 200, maintained the mere 
humanity of Christ, and was accordingly excommunicated by 
the Roman bishop Victor. Euseb. v. 28. Theodoret, Fab. Haer. 
ii. 5. Epiph. Heret. 54. (ἀπόσπασμα τῆς ᾿Αλόγου αἱρέσεως). He 
must not be confounded with another Theodotus (τραπεζίτης) 
who was connected.with a party of the Gnostics, the Melchise- 
dekites, Artemon (Artemas) charged the successor of Victor, 
the Roman bishop Zephyrinus, with having corrupted the doc- 
trine of the church, and secretly brought in the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ. Comp. Neander, 1. 6. p. 998. [transl. 11. p. 
262. 263.] Heinichen, 1. c. p. 26. 27. [Burton, Lectures on 
the ecclesiast. hist. of the second and third cent., (Works, vol. v.) 
p. 211, flwg. 236, flwg. 265, flwg. 387, and Bampton Lect. notes 
100 and 101.] The prevailing rationalistic tendency of this 
sect (Pseudo-rationalism) may be seen from Euseb. 1. ὁ. (Hein- 
ichen, p. 139.) οὐ τί αἱ ϑεῖχι λέγουσι γραφαὶ ζητοῦντες ἀλλ᾽ ὁποῖόν σχῆμα 
συλλογισμοῦ εἰς τὴν τῆς ἀδϑεότητος εὑρε)ῇ σύστασιν. φιλοπόνως ἀσχοῦντες . . 
καταλιπόντες δὲ τὰς ἁγίας τοῦ Jeol γραφὰς, γεωμετρίαν ἐπιτηδεύουσιν, ὡς ἂν 
ἐκ τῆς γῆς ὄντες αἱ ἐκ τῆς γῆς λαλοῦντες καὶ τὸν ἄνωϑεν ἐρχόμενον ἀχνοοῦντες. 
The homage they rendered to Euclid, Aristotle, Theophrastus, 
and Galenus, ὅς ἴσως ὑπό τινων καὶ προςκυνεῖται. 

3.) Praxeas, from Asia Minor, had gained under Marcus 
Aurelius the reputation of a professing Christian, but being 
charged by Tertullian with Patripassianism, was combated by 
him. Tertull. advers. Praxeam, hb. II. Joétus, at Smyrna 
about the year 230, was opposed by Hippolytus on account of 
similar errors. Hippol. contra Haeresin Noéti. Theodoret, Fab, 
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Haer. ii. 3. Epiph. Haer. 57. On Beryllus, bishop of Bostra m 
Arabia, whom Origen compelled to recant, Euseb. vi. 33. comp. 
Ullmann, de Beryllo Bostreno, Hamb. 1835. 4. Studien und 
Kritiken, 1836. part 4. p. 1073. (comp. ὃ 42. a. 40.) [Praxeas 
in Neander, 1. c. transl. ii. 260 flwg— Burton, 1. 6. p. 221 ἤν. 
234 flwg. Noétusin Neander,1.c. p. 262. Burton, 1. 6. p. 312. 


364.— Beryllus in Neander, 1. ¢. p. 273 flwg. Burton, l.c. p. 312. 
313. ] 


ὃ POs 
THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE. 


The catholic doctrine“) developed itself in opposition 
to the aforesaid heresies. But though the orthodox theo- 
logians endeavoured to avoid heretical errors, and to pre- 
serve the foundation laid by Christ and his Apostles by 
firmly adhering to the pure faith which had been deliver- 
ed to them by the Fathers, yet they could not make them- 
selves wholly free from the influence which the civiliza- 
tion of the age, the intellectual faculties of individuals, 
and the preponderating disposition of the public mind, 
have ever exerted upon the formation of religious ideas 
and notions. On this account we find in the Catholic 
church the same contrasts, or at least the same diversi- 
ties and modifications as among the heretics, though they 
manifest themselves in a milder and less offensive form. 
Thus we perceive on the one hand a firm, sometimes 
narrow-minded adherence to external rites and _ histori- 
cal tradition, which was akin to legal Judaism, (positive 
tendency ), combined in some cases, as in that of Ter- 
tullian, with the Montanist tendency. On the other we 
see some theologians exhibiting a more free and compre- 
hensive disposition of mind, who sometimes in a more 
idealistic speculative manner followed the Gnostic doc- 
‘trine, (true gnosis contrasted with false gnosis), some- 
times adopted critico-rationalistic elements which were 
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allied to the Monarchian principles, though not identical 
with them.@:) 


a.) On the term catholic in opposition to heretic, v. Suicer in 
καθολιχὸς, comp. ὀρθόδοξος, ὀρθοδιξία, Bingham, Origg. eccles. 1. 1. 
sect. 7. Vales. ad Euseb. vii. 10. Tom. ii. p. 333: Ut vera et 
genuina Christi ecclesia‘ab adulterinis Haereticorum coctibus 
distingueretur, catholscae cognomen soli Orthodoxorum ec- 
elesiae attributum est.—Concerning the negative and practical, 
rather than theoretical character of earlier orthodoxy s. Mar- 
heinecke (in Daub und Creuzer) 1. 6. p. 140 flwg. 

(3) This was the case, e. g. with Origen, who now and then 
shows sober reasoning along with Gnostic speculation. On the 
manner in which the philosophizing Fathers knew how to recon- 
cile gnosis with paradosis(disciplina arcani), comp. Marheinecke 
ΤΟ Ὁ: 
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Steiger, de la foi de l@glise primitive daprés les écrits des premiers peéres, 
in les Melanges de Théologie reformée, edited by himself and Havernick, 
Paris 1833. 15: cahier. [ Bennett, J., the Theology of the Early Christ- 
ian Church, exhibited in quotations from the writers of the first three 
centuries. Lond. 1842.] 


While the so-called Apostolical Fathers (with few 
exceptions ) were distinguished by a direct practico-asce- 
tical rather than a definite dogmatic activity,() the 
philosophizing tendency allied to Hellenism was in some 
measure represented by the apologists Justin Martyr,@) 
Tatian,@) Athenagoras,) Theophilus of Antioch,©? 
and Minucius Felix) in the West. On the contrary 
Trenaeus,@) ag well as Tertullian, @) and his disciple 
Cyprian, firmly adhered to the positive dogmatic theo- 
logy and realistic notions of the church, the former in a 
milder and more considerate, the latter in a strict, some- 
times gloomy manner. Clement(@®) and Origen!) both 
belonging to the Alexandrian school, chiefly developed 
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the speculative aspect of theology. But these contrasts 
are only relative, for we find, 6. g. that’ Justin Martyr 
manifests both a leaning towards Hellenism, and a strong 
Judaizing tendency ; that the idealism and criticism of 
Origen are now and then accompanied with a surprizing 
adherence to the letter, and that Tertullian notwithstand- 
ing his antignostic tendency evidently strives after phi- 
losophical ideas. 


(4) The name Patres apostolict is given to the Fathers of the 
first century, who according to tradition were disciples of the 
Apostles. Concerning their personal history and writings much 
room is left to conjecture. [On their writings in general, we 
subjoin the following remarks of Neander: The remarkable dif- 
ference between the writings of the Apostles and those of the 
Apostolical Fathers, who are yet so close upon the former in 
point of time, is ἃ remarkable phenomenon of its kind. While 
in other cases such a transition is usually quite gradual, in this 
case we find ἃ sedden one. Here there is no gradual transition 
but a sudden spring, a remark which 1s calculated to lead us to 
a recognition of the peculiar activity of the Divine Spirit in the 
souls of the Apostles. The time of the first extraordinary 
operations of the Holy Spirit was followed by the time of the 
free developement of human nature in Christianity ; and here, 
as elsewhere, the operations of Christianity must necessarily be 
confined, before it could penetrate farther, and appropriate to 
itself the higher intellectual powers of man.—Hist. of the Ch. 
transl. 11. 829.] ‘The following are called Apostolical Fathers : 

1. Barnabas, known as the fellow-labourer of the Apostle 

Paul from Acts iv. 36. (Joses) ; ix. 27, etc. Onthe epistle 
ascribed to him, in which a strong tendency manifests it- 
self to typical and allegorical interpretations—though in 
a very different spirit from, ¢. g. the canonical epistle to 
the Hebrews—comp. Henke, E'rn., de epistolae quae Bar- 
nabae tribuitur authentia, Jenae 1827. Rérdam, de 
authent. epist. Barnab. Hafn. 1828. (in favour of its ge- 
nuineness.) Ullmann, Studien und Kritiken, 1828. part 2. 
Hug, Zeitschrift fur das Erzbisth. Freiburg, part 2. p. 

132 flwg. part 3. p. 208 flwg. Z'westen, Donat 1. p. 


THE THEOLOGY OF THE FATHERS. 53 


101. Neander, Kirchengesch. i. 3. p. 1100, [transl. 11. p. 
330.] against it: “a very diferent spirit breathes through- 
out it from that of an apostolical writer.” Bleek, Einleit- 
ung in den Brief an die Hebraer, p. 416. note (undecided.) 
Schenkel, in the Studien u. Kritiken, x. p. 652. (adopting a 
middle course, and considering one part as genuine and 
another as interpolated),and on the other side [ Hefele,C.T., 
Das Sendschreiben des Apostels Barnabas aufs Neue un- 
tersucht, ubersetzt und erklart. Tub 1840.—Zardner, N., 
W orks, IT. p. 17—20; iv: 105—108; v. 269—275. (for its 
authenticity.) Cave, W., Lives of the most eminent Fa- 
thers of the church. Oxf. 1840. i. p. 90—105. Burton, 
Lect. on the ecclesiast. history of the first cent. (Works, iv. 
p. 164. 343. (against it.) Davidson, S., Sacred Hermeneu- 
tics, Edinb. 1843. p. 71. (for it.) Ryland, J. E., in Kitto 
Cyclop. of Bibl. Liter. art. Barnabas (against it.) | 


. Hermas, (Rom. xvi. 14.) whose ποιμήν (shepherd) in the 


form of visions enjoyed a high reputation in the second 
half of the second century, and was even quoted as a part 
of Scripture. Some critics ascribe the work in question to a 
later Hermas, (Hermes), brother of the Roman bishop, Pius 
I., who lived about the year 150. Comp. Gratz, Disqu. in 
Past. Herm. PartI. Bonn. 1820.4. JSachmann, der Hirte 
des Hermas. Konigsb. 1835. | Neander, 1. ὁ. p. 333. Lard- 
ner, iv. 97. 98. ete. Ryland, J. E., in Kitto 1. c.] 


. Clement of Rome (according to some the fellow-labourer 


of Paul, mentioned Phil. iv. 3.) one of the earliest bishops 
of Rome, (Iren. iii. 3. 3. Euseb. iti. 2. 18. a.15.) His first 
epistle to the Corinthians is of dogmatic importance in re- 
Jation to the doctrine of the resurrection. The so-called se- 
cond epistle is a fragment which owes its origin probably 
to some unknown author, [ Lardner, 1. c. 11. 83—385.] In 
the dogmatic point of view those writings would be of 
great importance, which are now generally considered as 
supposititious, viz. the Clementine Homilies (ὁμιλίαι Κλήμεντος), 
the Recognitiones Clementis (aeywgou0/), the Constitu- 
tiones apostolicae, and the Canones apostolici; on the lat- 
ter comp. Krabbe, uber den Ursprung und Inhalt der apos- 
tol. Constit. des Clem. Rom. Hamb. 1829; and + Drey, 
neue Untersuchungen tber die Constitutiones und Canones 
der Apostel, Tub. 1832. [Neander, 1. 6. p.. 331—33s, 
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Lardner, 11. p. 29—85 ; 864—878. Burton, |. ο. 8342—344. 
Ryland, J. b., in Kitto, 1. ὁ, art. Epistles of the Apostolical 
Tathers. ] . 

Ignatius, (θεοφόρος), bishop of Antioch, concerning whose 
life comp. Euseb. ii. 86. On his journey to Rome where 
he suffered martyrdom under Trajan (115), he is said to 
have written seven epistles to different churches and to 
Polycarp, which are extant in two recensions, the one long- 
er, the other shorter. On their genuineness and the re- 
Jation in which they stand to each other, comp. J. Pearson, 
Vindiciae epp. 8. Ign. Cant. 1672. J. Δ. Ch. Schinidt, die 
doppelte Recens. der Briefe des Ign. (Henke’s Magazin. ἢ]. 
Ῥ. 91 flwg.) Α΄. Meier, die doppelte Recens, der Briefe des 
Tgnat. (Stud. und Kritiken 1836. p. 2.) On the other side : 
Rothe, die Anfange der christlichen Kirche, Wittenb. 1837. 
Arndt, in Studien und Kritiken 1839. p. 136. Baur, Tub- 
inger Zeitschrift 1838. part 3. p. 148. [ZLardner, i. 73— 
76. Ryland, J. E., in Kitto 1. ὁ. art. Epistles of the Apost. 
Fathers, where the literature is given.] Comp. ὃ 29. 


. Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, according to tradition a dis- 


ciple of the Apostle John, suffered martyrdom under Mar- 
cus Aurelius (168.) Comp. Euseb. iv. 15. One of his 
epistles to the Philippians is yet extant, but only a part of 
it in the original Greek. Comp. Wocher, die Briefe der 
apost. Vater Clemens und Polycarp, mit Einleitung und 
Commentarien, Tubingen. 1830. [Lardner, 11. p. 94—109. 
Ryland, J. E., in Kitto 1. ¢.] 


. Papias, (σφόδρα σμικρὸς ὧν τὸν νοῦν Museb. 11. 89.) bishop of 


Hierapolis in the first half of the second century, of whose 
treatise λογίον κυριαχῶν ἐξήγησις we have only fragments in 
Kuseb. 1. ὁ. and Irenaeus {v. 53.) As a millennarian he is 
of some importance for eschatology. Complete editions of 
the writings of the Apostolical Fathers: * Patrum, qui tem- 
poribus Apostolorum fioruerunt, Opp. ed. Cotelerius, Par. 
672. rep. Clericus, Amst. 698. 724. 2. T.f. Patrum app. 
opp. genuina, ed. 25, Rusel,-Lond. 746.1. 8. 8. Clementis 
Romani, 8. Ignatu, 5. Pelycarpi, patrum apostolicorum qu 
supersunt, accedunt 8. Ignatii et S. Polycarpi martyria, ed. 
Guil. Jacobson, Oxon. 838. J. L. Frey, Epistole sanctorum 
Patrum apostolicorum Clementis, Ignatii et Polycarpi atque 
duorum posteriorum martyria, Bas. 742. 8. Patrum Apos- 
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tolorum Opera, textum ex editt. prestantt. repetitum re- 
cognovit, brevi annotat. instruxit et in usum prelect aca- 
demicar. edid. {ἢ Οἱ J. Hefele, Tub. 839. Comp. fttig, Bibl. 
Patr. apost. Lips. 690. 8. [Wake, Archbishop, the genuine 
Epistles of the Apostolical Fathers, transl. Lond. 1737.] 
As to the extent to which we can speak of a theology of the 
Apostolical Fathers s. Baumgarten-Crusius, i. p. 81. note. 
It is certain that some of them, 6. g. Hermas, entertained 
notions which were afterwards rejected as heterodox. The 
earlier divines, and those of the Roman-Catholic church in 
particular, endeavoured to evade this difficulty by calling 
those doctrines Archwisms, in distinction from herestes.* 
(2) Justin Martyr (born about the year 89. +163.) of Sychem 
(Flavia Neapolis) in Samaria, a philosopher by vocation, who 
even after he had become a Christian, retained the τρίβων, made 
several missionary journeys, and suffered martyrdom, probably 
at the instigation of the philosopher Crescens. His two apologies 
are of special importance ; the first designed for Antoninus Pius, 
the second probably for Marcus Aurelius. He is the first eccle- 
siastical writer whose writings manifest an acquaintance with the 
Grecian philosophy (in which he had formerly sought in vain for 
the full developement of truth, and for peace of mind.) Though 
he 15 anxious to prove the excellencies of the religion of Christ, 
and even of the Old Testament dispensation in preference to the 
systems of philosophers, (by shewing that the latter derive their 
origin from the Mosaic system,) yet he also perceives something 
of a Divine nature in the better portion of the Gentile world. 
It must however be admitted that the tone prevailing in the apo- 
logies is much more liberal than that which is found in the Cohor- 
tatio ad Graecos (wagamerinds πρὸς Ἑλληνας.) Neander (Kircheng. 
i. 3. p. 1120) is therefore inclined to consider the latter as 
spurious on account of the strong terms in which paganism is 
spoken of, and Mohler (Patrologie, p. 225) agrees with him. 
Yet there are various circumstances which may account for such 
a difference in style: the disposition of mind in which the author 
wrote his apologies would naturally be very different from that 


4 It is certain that Pseudo-Dionysius, whom some writers number among 
the apostolical Fathers, belongs to a later period. On the other side Méhler 
and HHefele reckon the author of the epistle to Diognetius among the apos- 
tolical Fathers, which was formerly ascribed to Justin. Hefele, PP. app. p, 
125, Moéhler, Patrologie, p. 164; Kleine Schriften, i. p, 19. 
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in which he composed a controversial treatise, especially if 
Neander’s opinion be correct, that the latter was written at a 
later period of his life. These writings, as well as the doubtful 
λύγος πρὸς “Ἕλληνας (oratio ad Graecos)and the ᾿Επιστολὴ πρὸς Διόγνητον 
falsely ascribed to Justin M., and also the treatise wei μοναρχίας, 
consisting in great part of Grecian excerpts, set the relative po- 
sition of Christianity and Paganism in a clear light. The 
dialogus cum Thryphone Judaeo has reference to Judaism, 
which it opposes on its own grounds; its genuineness was 
doubted by Wettstein and Semler, but without sufficient reason, 
comp. Neander Kircheng. i. 3. p. 1125 flwg. The principal 
edition is that published by the Benedictines under the care of 
*Prud. Maran. Paris 1742. which includes also the writings of 
the following three authors, along with the (insignificant) satire 
of Hermias. [Comp. Justin Martyr, his life, writings, and doc- 
trines, by Charl. Semisch. Transl. by J. &. Ryland. Edin. 
1844. Neander, hist. of the ch. transl. ii. p.386—349. Lardner, 
11, Ὁ. 126—128, 140, 141.] 

©) Tatian, the Syrian, a disciple of Justin M., became after. 
wards the leader of those Gnostics who are called the Encratites, 
In his work entitled : λόγος πρὸς “Ελληνας (id. Worth, Oxon, 1700) 
he defends the “ philosophy of the barbarians” against the 
Greeks. Comp. Daniel, H. A., Tatianus der Apologet, ein 
Beitrag zur Dogmengeschichte. Halle 1837. 8. | Neander, 1. 6, 
u. p. 949, 350. Lardner, 11. p. 147—150.] ' 

“) Little is known of the personal history of Athenagoras , 
comp. however Clarisse, de Athenagore vita, scriptis, doctrina, 
Lugd. 1819. 4. and Mohler, ]. c. p. 267. His works are : Legatio 
pro Christianis (πρεσβείω περὶ Χριστιανῶν) and the treatise de resur- 
rectione mortuorum. [Lardner, 11. p. 193—200. Meander, 1. c. 
p. 850—351. | 

©.) Theophilus, bishop of Antioch, (170—180.) The work 
which he wrote against Antolycus: περὶ τῆς τῶν Χριστιανῶν πίστεως, 
manifests a less liberal spirit, but also displays both genius and 
power as a controversialist, Adéssler, Bibliothek der Kirchen- 
vater, 1. p. 218. numbers it among the most worthless works of 
antiquity, and ase calls it a narrow-minded controversial writ- 
ing, while Mohler praises its excellencies. There is a German 
translation of it with notes by Thienemann, Leipz. 1834. 

(6) Keclesiastical writers vary in their opinions concerning the 
period in which Minucius Felix lived. Yan Hoven, Rossler, 
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Russwurm and Heinrich Meier suppose him to have been con- 
temporary with the Antonines. (Meier, Commentatio de Minucio 
Felice, Turici 1824.) Tzschirner, (Geschichte der Apologetik, 
1. p. 257—282.) thinks that he lived at a later time (about 
224—230) ; this seems to be the more correct opinion. Comp. 
Hieron. Cat. Script. c. 53. 58. Lactant. Inst. v. 1. A compa- 
rison of the treatise of Minucius entitled Octavius with the apo- 
logy of Tertullian, and with the work of Cyprian de idolorum 
vanitate, favours the view that he wrote after the former, but 
before the latter. The work of Cyprian appears in some parts 
as a copy of the writing of Minucius; that of Tertullian bears 
the marks of an original. The dialogue between Caecilius and 
Octavius is of importance in the history of Apologetics, as it 
touches upon all the objections which we find separately treated 
by the other apologists, and addssome new ones. With regard 
to the doctrinal opinions of Minucius, and the spirit which per- 
vades his book, we may remark that he is distinguished by a 
more liberal, hellenistic manner of thinking; but it is to be re- 
gretted that his views are less positive, less decidedly Christian 
than is desirable. We seek almost in vain in his book for more 
direct references to the Messiah. Editions : Edit. princeps by 
Balduin, 1560. Since that time: editions by Elmenhorst 
(1612.) Cellartus (1699.) Davisius (1707.) Ernesti (1773.) 
Russwurm (with introduct. and notes 1824.) Lubkert (with 
translation and commentary Leipz. 1836.) | Lardner, i. p. 386- 
389. Bennett, 1. ὁ. p. 39-42. | 

“-) Trenaeus, a disciple of Polycarp, bishop of Lugdunum, 
about the year 177, died in the year 202, “a clear-headed, 
considerate, philosophical theologian.” (Hase, Guerike.) [Except 
a few letters, and fragments, his principal work alone is extant, 
yiz. five books against the Gnostics : “EAsyxyo¢ καὶ ἀνατροπὴ τῆς ψευ- 
δωνύμου γνώσεως ; the first book only has come down in the origi- 
nal language, the greatest part of the remaining four books is 
now known only in an old Latin translation. The best editions 
are those of Grabe, Oxon. 1702. and *Massuet, Paris 1710. Ve- 
net. 1734. 47. Comp. Euseb. v. 4. 20-26. Mohler, Patrologie, 
p: 380. [Neander, 1. c. p. 856—3859. Davidson, 1. c. p. 83 flwg. 
Lardner, ii. p. 165—193. Burton, v. p. 185. and passim. Ben- 
nett, 1. ο. 28—33. | 

(ὃ. Tertullian (Quintus Septimius Ilorens) was born in Car- 
thage about the year 160, and died 220; in his earlier life he 
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was a lawyer and rhetorician, and became afterwards the most 
conspicuous representative of the antispeculative, positive ten- 
dency. Comp. Neander, Antignosticus, Geist des Tertullian und 
Kinleitung in dessen Schriften, Berlin 1825., especially the 
striking characteristic which he there gives of Tert. Minter, 
Primordia ecclesiae africanae, Havn. 1829.4, ‘“ A gloomy, ar- 
dent character, by whose exertions Christianity obtained from 
Punic Latin a literature in which ingenious rhetoric, a wild 
imagination, ὦ gross, sensual perception of the ideal, profound 
sentiments, and a lawyer's reasoning struggle with each other.” 
(Hase.) That sentence of his: ‘ratio autem divina in medulla 
est, non in superficie” (de resurrect. c. 3.), may guide us in our 
endeavours to ascertain the right meaning of many strange as- 
sertions, and to account for his remarkably concise style (quot 
paene verba, tot sententiae, Vinc. Lir. in comm. 1.) Of his 
numerous writings the following are the most important for the 
history of doctrines: Apologeticus—ad nationes—advers. Ju- 
daeos—advers. Marcionem—advers. Hermogenem — advers. 
Praxeam—advers. Valentinianos—Scorpiaceadvers. Gnosticos— 
de praescriptionibus advers. Haereticos—de testimonio animae 
—de anima—de carne Christi—de resurrectione carnis—de 
poenitentia—de baptismo—de oratione etc.; his moral writings 
also contain many references to dectrinal points, 6. 4. the 
treatises de corona militis—de virginibus velandis—de cultu 
feminarum etc. An edition of his complete works was publish- 
ed by *Rigaltius, Paris 1635, fol. ; and by Semler and Schiitz, 
‘Hall. 1770. 6 vols. (with a useful index latinitatis.) [Meander 1. 
c. 1. p. 8362—366; Ρ. 293—296. Burton, 1. ὁ. ν. p. 233. a. passim. 
Lardner, ii. p. 267—272. a. passim. Davidson, 1. ο. p. 90 filwg. | 

δ) Cyprian (Thascius Caecilius) was for a time public teacher 
of rhetoric in Carthage; his conversion to Christianity took 
place in the year 245; he became bishop of Carthage in the 
year 248, and suffered martyrdom 258. He possessed more of 
a practical than doctrinal tendency, and is therefore of greater 
importance in the history of ecclesiastical polity than of doc- 
trines, to which he has contributed but little. The great task 
of his life seems to have been not so much theoretically to 
develope the doctrine of the church and the sacraments, as prac- 
tically to demonstrate it by his hfe, and to uphold it in the 
tempests of the times. In his doctrinal opinions he rested on the 
basis laid by Tertullian, but adhered also to Minucius Felix, as 
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in his work de idolorum vanitate. I*rom the foregoing con- 
siderations it will appear, that along with his numerous letters 
the work entitled: de unitate ecclesiae is deserving of special 
attention. In addition to these we may mention: libri 11]. 
testimoniorum—de bono patientiae—de oratione dominica etc, 
Comp. Retiberg, Cyprian nach seinem Leben und Wirken, Got- 
tingen 1834. Huther (dd.), Cyprians Lehre von der Kirche, 
Hamburg 1839. ditions: Rigaltius, Paris 1648. fol. *Fell, 
Oxon. 1682. and the Benedictine edition by Steph. Baluz and 
Prud. Maran. Paris 1726. Novatian, the contemporary and 
opponent of Cyprian, (ὁ τῆς ἐκκλεσιαστιχῆς ἐπιστήμης ὑπεραστικὴς, 
Kuseb. vi. 43.) must also be considered as belonging to this 
period, if the treatise: de trinitate (de regula veritates s. fidei) 
which goes under his name, proceeded from him. It is by no 
means correct, as Jerome would make us believe, that this 
treatise contains nothing but extracts from Tertullian. “ This 
author was at all events more than a mere imitator of the pe- 
culiar tendency of another, on the contrary he shows originality ; 
he does not possess the power and depth of Tertullian, but more 
spirituality.’ Neander, 1. 3, p. 1165. ditions: Whiston, in 
sermons and essays upon several subjects, Lond. 1709. p. 327. 
Welehmann, Oxon. 1724. 8. Jackson, Lond. 1728. [Neander, 
l. ὁ. ii. p. 367. 868. Lardner, ii. p. 3—20. Bennett, 1. c. 47— 
49.] 

(2) Clement (Tit. Flav.), surnamed Alexandrinus in distinc- 
tion from Clement of Rome, a disciple of Pantaenus at Alex- 
andria, and his successor in the episcopal dignity, died between 
212 and 220. (Comp. Euseb. v. 11. vi. 6. 18.14. Hieron. de 
vir. ill. c. 88.) Of his works the following three form a whole : 
1. Λόγος προτρεπτικὸς πρὸς “Ἑλληνας. 2. Παιδαγωγὸς in 3 books, and 
3. Stromata (τῶν κατὰ τὴν ἀληϑῆ φιλοσοφίαν γνωστιχῶν ὑπομνημάτων 
orewuareis)—so called from the variety of its contents—in 8 
books, the eighth of which forms a special homily, under the 
title : τίς ὁ σωζόμενος πλουσίος, quis dives salvetur. The ὑποτυπώσεις 
in 8 books, an exegetical work, are lost. Comp. on Cyprian: 
Hofstede de Groot, de Clemente Alex. Groning. 1826. Von 
Colin, in Eysch and Gruber’s Eneyklopaedia. xviii. p.4. Doehne, 
de γνώσει Clem. et de vestigiis neoplatonicae philos. in ea obviis. 
Lipz. 1831. £ylert, Clemens als Philosoph und Dichter, Leipz. 
1832. Baur, Gnosis, p. 502. Mohler, Patrologie, p. 430. Lard- 
ner, Works, li. 220-—224. [Neander, l.c. 11. p.373—376. Bennett, 
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lc. p. 383—86.] Editions by Sylburg, Heidelberg 1592. *Pot- 
ter, Oxon. 1715. fol. Ven. 1757. &. Klotz, Lips. 1831. 3 vols. 8. 

(1) Origen, surnamed ἀδαμάντινος, χαλκέντερος, was born at 
Alexandria, about the year 185, a disciple of Clement, and died 
at Tyrus in the year 254. He is undoubtedly the most emi- 
nent writer of the whole period, and the best representative 
of the spiritualizing tendency. He is however not wholly free 
from great faults into which he was led by his talents. ‘“ Ae- 
cording to all appearance he would have avoided most of the 
faults which disfigure his writings, if his reason, humour, and 
imagination had been equally strong. His reason frequently 
overcomes his imagination,—but his imagination obtains more 
victories over his reason.” Mosheim (Translat. of the treatise 
against Celsius, p. 90.) Accounts of his life are given in Euseb. 
vi. 1—6. ὃ. 14—21. 23—28. 80—33. 36—39. vu. 1. Hieron. 
de viris illustr. c. 54. Gregory Thaumaturg. in Panegyrico. 
fTuctuis in the Origeniana. Tillemont, mémoires, art. Origine, 
p. 356—76. Schrockh, iv. p. 29. [Neander, 1. ὁ. 11. p. 876—91. 
Lardner, 11. p. 469—486 and passim. Vaughan, R. A., Origen, 
his life, writings and opinions. In the Britt. Quarterly Review, 
No, iv. 1845. p. 491—527.] On his doctrines, and writings, 
comp. Schnitzer, Origenes, uber die Grundlehren der Glaubens- 
wissenschaft, Stuttg. 1835. ὃ Thomasius (Gottf.), Origenes, 
ein Beitrag zur Dogmengeschichte des 3. Jahrhunderts, Nurn- 
* berg, 1837. ‘Lhe labours of Origen embraced a wide sphere. 
We merely notice his exertions for biblical criticism (Hexapla), 
and exegesis (σημειώσεις, τόμοι, ὁμιλίαι), as well as for homiletics which 
appear in his writings in their simplest forms, and name only that 
which is of dogmatic importance, viz. his two principal works: περὶ 
ἀρχῶν (de principiis libri iv.) edit. by Redepenning, Lips. 1836, 
and Schnitzer’s translation before mentioned ; κατὼ Κέλσου (contra 
Celsum) hb. vii. (Translated, with notes by Mosheim, Hamb. 
1745.), and the minor treatises: de oratione, de exhortatione Mar- 
tyrii etc. Complete editions of his works were published by Car. 
de la Rue, Paris, 1733. 4 vols. fol., and by Lommatzsch, Berl. 1831. 
The doctrinal systems of Clement and Origen together form 
what is called the theology of the Alexandrian school. The 
distinguishing characteristics of this theology, in a formal point 
_ of view, are leaning to speculation and allegorical interpreta- 
tion of the Scriptures; in a material aspect they consist of an 
attempt to spiritualize the ideas, and idealize the doctrines 
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and they thus form a striking contrast to the peculiarities of 
Tertullian in particular. Comp. Guerike, deschola quae Alex- 
andriae floruit Catechetica. Halae, 1824. 2 vols. [Neander, 1. α. 
u. p. 195—234. Baur, Gnosis p. 488—543. Comp. also David- 
son, 1. c. p. 96 flwg. 106 flwg. | 


8. 27. 
THE GENERAL DOGMATIC CHARACTER OF THIS PERIOD. 


It was the characteristic feature of the apologetical pe- 
riod, that the whole system of Christianity as a religious- 
moral fact was considered, and defended rather, than 
particular doctrines. Still certain doctrines become 
more prominent, while others receive less attention. 
Investigations of a theological and christological nature 
are certainly more numerous, than those of an anthropo- 
logical character, and the Pauline doctrine is supplanted 
in some degree by that of John. On this account the 
doctrine of human liberty is made more conspicuous in 
this period, than later writers approved. Next to the- 
ology and christology eschatology engaged most the at- - 
tention of Christians at that time, and was more fully 
developed in the struggle with millennarianism onthe one, 
and the scepticism of Grecian philosophers on the other 
side. 


B. SPECIAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE 
FIRST PERIOD. 


FIRST SECTION. 


APOLOGETICO-DOGMATIC PROLEGOMENA. 


EVIDENCES OF CHRISTIANITY.—REVELATION AND SOURCES 


OF REVELATION.—SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION. 


8. 28. 


VERACITY AND DIVINITY OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION IN 
GENERAL. 


“Tzschirner, Geschichte der Apologetik, vol. i. Leipz. 1808. By the 
same: der Fall des Heidenthums, vol. 1, Leipz. 1829. Clausen, H. N., 
Apologetae ecclesiae Christianae ante—Theodosiani, Havn. 1817. 8. 


The principal task of this period was to prove the 
divine origin of Christianity as the true religion made 
known by revelation,“) and to set forth the internal, as 
well as external relation which it bore both to Gentiles 
and to Jews. ‘This was accomplished in different ways 
according to the different ideas which obtained regard- 
ing the nature of the new religion. ‘he Ebionites con- 
sidered the principal object of Christianity to be the 
realization of the Jewish notions concerning the Mes- 
siah,) the Gnostics regarded it as consisting in the 
separation of Christianity from its former connection 
with the O. Test.C:) Between these two extremes the 
Catholic church endeavoured on the one hand to pre- 
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serve this connection with the old dispensation, on the 
other to point men to the new dispensation, and to show 
the superiority of the latter to the former. 


() Here we must guard against seeking for a distinction 
between natural and revealed religion, or even for ἃ precise de- 
finition of the term “ religion.” Such definitions of the school- 
men did not make their appearance until later, when theory 
and practice, science and life being separated, learned men 
commenced to speculate on the objects of science, and to re- 
duce experimental truths to general ideas. With the first 
Christians Christianity and religion were identical; and thus 
again in modern times, the principal object of apologetics has 
become to prove that Christianity is the religion, ὁ. 6. the only 
one which can satisfy.man, (comp. Lechler, iiber den Begriff der 
Apologetik, in den Studien und Kritiken 1839. 3.) This view 
corresponds to the saying of Minucius Felix, Oct. ὁ. 38. tow. the 
end: gloriamur non consequutos, quod illi (Philosophi) summa 
intentione quesiverunt nec invenire potuerunt.—Nor do we find 
any definitions of the nature and idea of revelation (contrasted 
with the truths which come to us by nature and reason), of the 
abstract possibility and necessity of revelation, etc., because 
such contrasts did not then exist. Christianity (in connection 
with the Old Test.) was considered as the true revelation ; even 
the best ideas of earlier philosophers compared with it were 
only like the twilight which precedes the brightness of the ris- 
ing sun. Comp. Justin M. Dial. c. Tr. ab initio—Tert. apolog. 
ὁ. 18. (de testim. anime Ο. 2.) speaks very decidedly in favour 
of the positive character of the Christian religion (jfiunt, non 
nascuntur Christiani), though he also calls the human soul na- 
turaliter christiana (Apol. c. 17.), and ascribes to it the innate 
power of appropriating toitself, without any supernatural aid, all 
that may be known of the Divine Being by the works of nature, 
de testim. an. 5. Clement of Alexandria also compares the at- 
tempt of philosophers to comprehend the Divine without a 
higher revelation, to the attempt of a man to run without feet 
(Cohort. p. 64) ; and further remarks, that without the light of 
revelation we should resemble hens which are fattened in a dark 
cage in order to die (ibid. p. 87.) We become the children of 
God only by the religion of Christ (p. 88. 89.) comp. Paed. 1. 2. p. 
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100.1. 12. p. 156. and in numerous other places. Clement indeed 
admits that wise men before Christ had approached the truth to 
a certain extent, but while they sought God by their own wis- 
dom, others (the Christians) find him (better) through the me- 
dium of the Logos. Paed. 11. 8. p. 279. Strom. i. 1. p. 319. 
ibid. 1. 6. p. 336. Fhe Pseudo-Clementina however depart from 
this idea of a positive revelation (17. 8. a. 18. 6), and represent 
the internal revelation of the heart as the true revelation, the 
external as a manifestation of the Divine ὀργὴ. Comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius, i. p. 783. 

@) According to the Clementine Homilies there is no essen- 
tial difference between the doctrine of Jesus and the doctrine 
of Moses. Comp. Credner, |. c. part 2. p. 254. 

(3) As most of the Gnostics looked upon the demiurgus either 
as a being that stood in a hostile relation to God, or as a being 
of inferior rank, and limited powers; as they moreover consid- 
ered the entire economy of the Old Test. as a defective, and 
even perverse institution, we can easily conceive that in their 
view the blessings which have come to us as the effects of the 
religion of Christ, consist only in our deliverance from the bonds 
of the demiurgus. (Comp. the §§ on God, the fall and redemp- 
tion.) 


§ 29. 


MODE OF ARGUMENT. | 


~ 


From what has been said before, it appears that the 
Christian apologists did not confine themselves to the 
N. Test., but that they also (in opposition to the Gentiles ) 
defended the history, laws, doctrines, and prophecies of 
the O. Test. against the attacks of all who were not 
Jews.) After having thus laid a foundation, they 
proceeded to prove the superiority of Christianity to 
both the Jewish and Pagan systems, by showing how all 
the prophecies and types of the O. Test. had been ful- 
filled in Christ.@) It must however be admitted, that 
they not unfrequently indulged in arbitrary and un- 
natural interpretations, and that some of their exposi- 
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tions of the types and figures of the law, are in a high 
degree fanciful.6) But as the apologists found in the 
O. Test. a point of connection with Judaism, so they 
found in the Grecian philosophy a point of connection 
with Paganism, with this difference only, that whatever 
is divine in the latter, is for the greatest part derived 
from the O. Test.,4) corrupted by the artifices of de- 
mons,©) and appears at all events very imperfect in 
comparison with Christianity, however great the ana- 
logy may be.“*) Even those writers who, like Ter- 
tullian, discarded the philosophical developement of the 
understanding, because they perceived in it nothing but 
an ungodly perversity, were compelled to admit a pro- 
found psychological connection between human nature 
and the Christian religion, (the testimony of the soul, )() 
and to derive with others a-principal argument for the 
divine origin of Christianity from its moral effects.@) 
Thus the external argument which is founded upon the 
miracles of the N. Test.,@-) was adduced only as a kind 
of auxiliary proof, and its complete validity was no 
longer acknowledged.) As auxiliary proofs we may 
further consider the argument derived from the Sibyl- 
line oracles,“'!) the miraculous spread of Christianity in 
the midst of persecutions,@?) and the accomplishment of 
the prophecy relative to the destruction of Jerusalem, ([3.) 


@) This argument was founded especially upon the high an. 
tiquity of the sacred books, and the miraculous care of God for 
their preservation ; Josephus argued in a similar manner against 
Apion. 

@) Comp. Justin M. Apol. i. c. 32—35. dial. cum Tryphone, 
ὃ 7. 8,11. Athenag. leg.c. 9. Orig. contra Cels.1.2. Com- 
ment. in Joh. T. 1. 28. Opp. iv. p. 87. 

@) Ep. Barn. c. 9. The circumcision of the 318 persons by 
Abraham (Gen. xvii.) isrepresented as a mystery which was made 
known to him. The number three hundred and eighteen is 
composed of three hundred, and eight, and ten. The numeral 

Ε 
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letters of ten and eight are 1and (7), which are the initials of 
the name Ἰησοῦς, The numeral letter of three hundred is T, which 
is the symbol of the cross. And Clement of Rome in his 
first Epistle to the Corinthians, which is generally sober enough, 
says that the scarlet rope which Rahab was admonished by the 
spies to hang out of her house, was a type of the blood of Christ, 
c.12. Likewise Justin M., dialog: cum Tryph. ὃ 111. Accord- 
ing to him the two wives of Jacob, Lea and Rachel, are types 
of the Jewish and Christian dispensations, the two goats on the 
day of atonement types of the two advents of Christ, the twelve 
bells upon the robe of the high-priest types of the twelve apos- 
tles, etc. Justin carries this mode of interpretation to an ex- 
treme length, especially with regard to the cross, which he sees 
everywhere, not only in the O.T. (in the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil, the rod of Aaron, etc.) but also in nature, in 
the horn of the unicorn, in the human countenance, in the pos- 
ture of a man engaged in prayer, in the vessel with its sails, in 
the plough, in the hammer. Comp. Apol. i. 6. 55. dial. cum 
Tryph. ὃ 97. and elsewhere. Comp. Minue. Felix, ὁ. 29.; but 
he does not deduce any further conclusions from such figurative 
language. Jrenwus sees in the three spies of Jericho the three 
persons in the Godhead, advers. Heret. iv. 20. It would be 
easy to multiply these examples ad infinitum, (comp. ὃ 33. n. 3.) 

(4) Justin M. Apol. i. ὁ. 59, Cohort. ad Graec. 6. 14. Theo- 
phil. ad Autol. iii. 16. 17. 20. 23. Tatian contra Graec..ab init. 
and c. 25. Tertullian Apol. c. 19. Omnes itaque substantias, 
omnesque materias, origines, ordines, venas veterani cujusque 
stili vestri, gentes etiam plerasque et urbes indignes, canas me- 
moriarum, ipsas denique effigies litterarum indices custodesque 
rerum, et puto adhuc minus dicimus, ipsos inquam deos vestros, 
ipsa templa et oracula et sacra, unius interim prophete scrinium 
vincit, in quo videtur thesaurus collocatus totius Judaici sacra- 
menti, et inde etiam nostri. Clem. Alexand. Ped. 1, c 1. p. 
176. c. 10. p. 224. 1]. 6. 11. p. 286. Stromata, 1. p- 355. vi. p. 
752. and many other passages. He therefore calls Plato ὁ ἐξ 
Ἑβραίων φιλόσοφος. Strom. i. 1. comp. Baur, Gnosis. p. 256. Orig. 
contra Cels. iv. ab init. Tzschirner, Geschichte der Apologetik, 
p- 101. 102. 

©) Justin M. Apol. i.c. 54. Thus the demons are said to 
have been present when Jacob blessed his sons. But as the 
heathen philosophers could not interpret the passage Gen. xlix. 
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11: Binding his foal unto the vine, in its true Messianic sense, 
they referred it to Bacchus, the inventor of the vine, and changed 
the foal into Pegasus (because they did not know whether the 
anima! in question was a horse, or an ass) In a similar manner 
a misinterpretation of the prophecy relative to the conception 
of the virgin (Is. vu. 14.) gave rise to the fable of Perseus, etc., 
(comp. § 49.) 

©) Justin M. calls in a certain sense Christians all those who 
live according to the laws of the Logos (reason) Apology, 1. c. 
46. The Platonic Philosophy is in his opinion not absolutely 
different (ἀλλοτρία) from Christianity. But before the coming of 
Christ there existed nothing in the world but the seeds (λόγος 
oreguarinos) of what was manifested afterwards in Christ as abso- 
lute truth. Apol. ii. ο. 18, Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. 6. 20. p. 376. 
Χωρίζεται 08 ἡ ἑλληνικὴ adrnreaua τῆς nad ἡμᾶς, εἰ καὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ μετείληφεν 
ὀνόματος, καὶ μεγέϑει γνώσεως καὶ ἀποδείξει κυριωτέρο,, καὶ Ising δυνάμει καὶ 
τοὶς ὁμοίοις, (Ie speaks however of philosophy as such, and not 
of the Stoic, Platonic, Epicuraean, Aristotelian, or any other phi- 
losophy, Strom. i. 7. p. 338.) comp. Baur, p. 520 flwg. Clement 
involves himself in contradictions in judging of paganism 
more favourably at one time and less so at another; comp. 
Baur, p. 532. Minucius Felix, ὁ. 16, in opposition to the scholas- 
tic wisdom of the ancient philosophers, recommends the philoso- 
phy of good sense which is accessible to all (ingenium, quod non 
studio paratur, sed cum ipsa mentis formatione generatur,) and 
despises mere reliance on authorities; nevertheless he himself 
appeals to the doctrines of philosophers, and their partial agree- 
ment with Christianity; ec. 19. ὁ. 21. c. 34. Such language 
forms a remarkable contrast with the attack he makes upon So- 
crates (scurra Atticus) ὁ. 38. to whom others would assign the 
highest rank among the ancient philosophers. 

7) See the treatise: de testimonio anime and Apology c. 17. 
de virgin. vel. c. 5. (tacita conscientia nature.) Neander An- 
tignostic. p. 86—89. 
᾿ς ©) Justin M. Apology, 1. c. 14. οἱ πάλαι μὲν πορνείαις χαίροντες, viv 
δὲ σωφροσύνην μόνην ἀσπαζόμενοι" οἱ δὲ καὶ μαγικαῖς τέχναις χρώμενοι, ἀγαδῷ 
καὶ ἀγεννήτῳ Jew ἑαυτοὺς ἀνατεδεικότες᾽ χρημάτων δὲ καὶ κτημάτων οἱ πόρους 
παντὸς μᾶλλον στέργοντες, νῦν καὶ ἅ ἔχομεν εἰς κοινὸν Φέροντες, καὶ marl δεο- 
μένῳ κοινωνοῦντες" οἱ μισάλληλοι δὲ καὶ ἀλληλοφόνοι καὶ πρὸς τοὺς ody ὁμοφύ- 
λους διὰ τὰ EIN ἑστίας κοινὰς μὴ ποιούμενοι, νῦν μετὰ τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ Χρισ- 


τοῦ ὁμοδίαιτοι γινόμενοι, Hol ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐχϑρῶν εὐχόμενοι καὶ τοὺς ἀδίκως μισοῦν- 
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ToS σείειν πειρώμενοι, ὅπως of κατὰ τὰς τοῦ Χριστοῦ χαλὰς ὑποδημοσύνας 
βιώσαντες εὐέλπιδες ᾧσι, σὺν ἡμῖν τῶν αὐτῶν παρὰ τοῦ πάντων δεσπόζοντος Θεοῦ 
τυχεῖν. Dial. cum Tryph. ὃ 8. ὃ 80. Orat. ad Graecos, 5. Epist. ad 
Diognetum, 5. Athenag. leg. c. 11. Tert. Apol. ab init. Minucius 
Felix, c. 31. 37. 38. Orig. contra Cels. i. 6. 26. Opp. 1. p. 345. 
They were in practice compelled to have recourse to this argu- 
ment through the charges brought forward by the Gentiles, 
which they endeavoured to refute. 

©) Not only were those miracles adduced which are mention- 
ed in Scripture, but also those which still took place. (Just. 
M. Dialog. c.'Tryph. ὁ. 39, 82. 88. Iren. 11. 31. 32. Orig. contra 
Cels. 11. 24. Opp. i. p. 461.) At the same time the Christians 
did not directly deny the existence of miracles in the heathen 
world, but ascribed them to the influence of demons (bid. and 
Minucius Fel. Oct. c. 26.); the Gentiles on the other hand at- 
tributed the Christian miracles to magic. Comp. Tatian contra 
Grecos, ὁ. 18. Orig. contra Cels, i. 38. 67. 68. 11. 24-33. We 
find however that Minucius Felix denies the reality of miracles, 
and myths in the pagan world, on the ground of the physical 
impossibility of such supernatural events; but it may be observed 
that that ground might have been taken with equal propriety 
by the opponents of Christianity. Octay. c. 20: que si essent 
facta, fierent; quia fieri non possunt, ideo nec facta sunt; and 
ce. 23: cur enim si nati sunt, non hodieque nascuntur ? 

(0) Though Origen in speaking of the evidence derived from 
miracles, as compared with the evidence derived from prophecy, 
calls the former the evidence of power, and the latter the evi- 
dence of the spirit (contra Cels. i. 2.), yet he gives the prefe- 
rence to the evidence of the spirit. He was well aware that a 
miracle produces a strong impression upon the person we wish 
to convince, only when it is performed in his presence, but that 
it loses all its force as evidence with those whose mind 1s pre- 
judiced against the veracity of the narrative, and who reject 
miracles as myths, comp. Comment. in Joh. Opp.iv: p. 87. The 
Clementina also do not admit miracles as evidences, while 
they lay greater stress upon prophecies. (Credner, 1. ὁ. part 5. 
p: 278. comp. with p. 245.) Origen spoke also of spiritual and 
moral miracles, of which the visible miracles were the symbols ; 
(he admitted however their importance only inasmuch as they 
are real facts): contra Cels. 11. p. 423. “I shall say that ac- 
cording to the promise of Jesus his disciples have performed 
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greater miracles than himself; for to the present moment they 
who were blind in spirit have their eyes opened, and they who 
were deaf to the voice of virtue, listen eagerly to the doctrine 
concerning God, and eternal life; many who were,lame in 
the inner man, skip like the hart, etc. Comp. contra Cels. 
111. 24, where he speaks of the healing of the sick, and of pro- 
phesying as an indifferent thing (μὲσον), which considered in it- 
self does not possess any moral value. 

(11) Theophilus ad Autolycum, ii. 31. 36. 38. Clem. Cohort. 
p. 86. Stromata, vi. 5. 762. (Celsus charged the Christians 
with having corrupted the Sibylline books. Orat. contra Cels. 
vil. 32. 34.) Editions of the Sibyll. oracles were published by 
Servatius Gallaeus, Amstel. 1689. 4. and by Angelo Majo, Me- 
diolani, 1817.8. On their origin and tendency, comp. Thorlactus, 
Libri Sibyllistarum veteris ecclesie etc. Π νη, 1815. 8. and 
Bleek in the Berliner theolog. Zeitschrift, 1.120 flwg. 172 fiwg. 
The case of the Ὑστάσπης, to which Justin M. Apol. i. 20. and 
Clem. 1. c. appeal, is similar to that of the Sibylline books. 
Comp. Walch, Ch. F. W., de Hystaspide in vol. i. of the Com- 
mentat. Societ. Reg. Gotting. 

(12) Origen contra Cels. i. p. 321. ii. 361. de princip. iy 
Justin M. himself (and many others) had been converted by 
witnessing the firmness which many of the martyrs exhibited. 
Comp. his Apology, 11. p. 96. and Dialog. cum Tryph. § 121. 
καὶ ovdEve οὐδέποτε ἰδεῖν ἐστιν ὑπομείναντα διὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον πίστιν 
ἀπολονεῖν, διὰ δὲ τὸ ὄνομω, τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ ἐκ παντὸς γένους ἀνηρώπων καὶ ὑπο- 
μείναντας καὶ ὑπομένοντας πάντα πάσχειν ὑπὲρ τοῦ μὴ ἀρνήσασδαι αὐτὸν ἰδεῖν 
ἔστι χ.τ.λ. 


(13,), Origen contra Celsum, ii. 18. Opp. i. p. 400. 
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Orelli, J. C. Selecta patrum ecclesiae capita ad sienyntixny sacram pertinen- 
tin. Turici 1820. Comp. his essay: Tradition und Seription, in 
Schulthess iiber Rationalism und Supranaturalism. Christmann, W. 
L., δον. Tradition und Schrift, Logos und Kabbala. Tiibingen, 1825. 
Schenkel, 7)., tiber das urspriingliche Verhaltniss der Kirche zum 
Kanon, Basel 1838. 


The original living source from whence the knowledge 
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of all truth was derived, was the Spirit of Christ him- 
self who according to his promise guided the apostles, 
and the first teachers of Christianity, into alltruth. The 
Catholic church therefore considered herself from the 
first as the bearer of this spirit, and consequently main- 
tained that the charge of the true tradition, and the de- 
velopement of the doctrines which it teaches, were com- 
mitted to her.) The task of the first church was to 
preserve oral traditions, to collect the written apostolical 
documents, and to determine the Canon. It was not 
until this Canon was nearly completed, and about to as- 
sume its present form, that the tradition of the church, 
as it existed both in its oral and its written forms, was 
distinctly separated from, and held along with the sacred 
Canon, like a distinct branch of the same original 
source.(2-) 


(4) The doctrine concerning the Scriptures and tradition can 
be fully understood only, when taken in connection with the 
dogma concerning the church (§ 71.) 

?) On this account it is quite correct, to represent Scripture 
and tradition as two streams which run parallel to each other. 
Both flow from one common source, and run in different direc- 
tions only after some time.—The same term ae (regula 561]. 
fidei) was first applied to either of them.—For its usage comp- 
Suicer (Thesaurus Ecclesiast. sub voce) and Planck, Π,.., nonnulla. 
de significatu canonis in ecclesia antiqua ejusque serie recte con- 
stituenda, Gott. 1820. Nitzsch, System der christlichen Lehre, 
§ 40.41. [Lardner, Works, v. p. 257. | 
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[Cosin, Scholastic History of the Canon, 4te. Lond. 1657. 1672. Du Pin, 
History of the Canon and Writers of the Books of the Old and New 
Test., 2 vols. fol. Lond. 1699—1700. Schmid, Historia Antiq. et Vin- 
dicatio Canonis V. et N. T. Lips. 1775. Jones, New and Full Method 
of settling the Canon. Authority of the N. Test. 3*vols. Alexander, 
Canon of the Ὁ, and N. Test. ascertained. Lond. 1828, *Zardner, 
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Ν., Credibility of the Gospel History. (Works, i. to iv. and v. to p. 251.) 
Alexander, W. L., on the Canon, in Aitto, Cycl. of Bibl. Liter. where 
the literature is given. ] 


Before the formation of the Canon of the N. Test. 
that of the O. Test.(.) which had been previously esta- 
blished, was held in high esteem in the Catholic church. 
The Gnostics however, and the Marcionites in particular, 
rejected the O. Test.@:) A desire gradually arose in the 
Christian church to possess the writings of the apostles 
and evangelists in a collective form. ‘These writings 
owed their origin to different causes. The apostolical 
epistles had been written as circumstances required, and 
were primarily intended to meet the exigencies of the 
times; the narratives of the so-called evangelists;3.) had 
likewise been composed with a view to supply present 
wants, but also with some regard to posterity. These 
testimonies of primitive Christianity would serve as an 
authoritative standard of religion and morals, and form 
an effective barrier against the introduction of all that 
was elther of a heterogeneous nature, or more recent 
date (apocryphal.) The Canon of the New Testament 
however was only gradually formed, and some time 
elapsed before 1t was completed. In the course of the 
second century the four gospels were received by the 
church in the form in which we now have them.“:) On 
the contrary the gospels of the heretics,©) as they were 
called, were rejected. At the close of the present pe- 
riod the Acts of the Apostles, the 13 Epistles of Paul, the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, which however only one part of 
the church considered as a work of Paul,() and lastly, the 
first Epistle of John had been admitted into the Canon. 
With regard to the canonical authority of the second and 
third Epistles of John, the Epistles of James, Jude, and 
2 Peter, and lastly of the Book of Revelation, the opin- 
ions were yet for some time divided.@) On the other 
hand, some other writings which are not now considered 
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as forming a part of the Canon, viz. the Epistles of Bar- 
nabas and Clement, and the Shepherd of Hermas, were. 
held by some (especially Clement and Origen) in equal 
esteem with the Scriptures, and quoted as such.@) 


(-) A difference of opinion obtained only in reference to the 
use of certain Greek writings of later origin (libri ecclesiastici, 
Apocrypha.) The Jews themselves had already made a dis- 
tinction between the Canon of the Egyptian Jews, and the 
Canon of the Jews of Palestine, comp. Muinscher Handb. vol. 1. 
p. 240 flwg., and the introductions to the O. Test. Melito of 
Sardes (in Euseb., iv. 26.) and Origen (ibid. vi. 25.) give sum- 
maries of the books of the O. Test. which do not exactly 
coincide. [ Lardner, u. Ὁ. 158, 159; 493—513.] The differ- 
ence between what was original, and what had been added in 
later times, was less striking to those who being unacquainted 
with the Hebrew, used only the Greek version. 

@) Comp. Neander’s Gnostische Systeme, p. 276  fiwg. 
Baur, Christliche Gnosis, p. 240 flwg. The Pseudo-Clementina 
also regarded many statements in the O. Test. as contrary to 

-truth, and drew attention to the contradictions which are found 
there. Hom. 11. 10. 642 and other passages, Comp. Credner, 
1. c. and Baur, p. 317 flwg. pp. 366. 867. [Lardner, viii. 485 
—489. Neander, 1. ὁ. ἢ. p. 122, 123. Norton, 1. ὁ. iii. p. 298,1 

(3) Tt is well known that the words εὐαγγέλιον, εὐαγγελιστὴς, had 
a very different meaning in primitive Christianity ; comp. the 
lexicons to the N. Test. and Suicer Thes. pp. 1220 a. 1234.— 
Justin M. remarks (Apol. 1. c. 66.) that the writings which he 
called the ἀπομνημονεύματω of the apostles, were also called 
εὐαγγέλια, Concerning these aroun, and the earliest collec- 
tions of the Gospel-narratives, the Diatesseron of Tatian ete. 
comp. the introductions to the N. Test. [Gieseler, Ueber die 
Entstehung und fruhesten Schicksale der Evangel. 1818. 
Lardner, N., On the Credibility of the Gospel history. (Works, 
ji. iv. v. to p. 251.) Norton, A., On the Genuineness of the 
Gospels, vol. 1. Tholuck, A., in Kiito, 1. 6. art. Gospel. ] 

(Ὁ) Treneeus adv. Her. 11, 11. 7. attempts to explain the 
number four from cosmico-metaphysical reasons: ἐπειδὴ τέσσαρα. 
κλίματα τοῦ κοσμοῦ, ἐν ᾧ ἐσμὲν, εἰσὶ, καὶ τέσσαρο; καδϑιολικὰ πνεύματα, κατέσ- 
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TULTH δὲ ἡ ἐκχλησία ἐπὶ πάσης τῆς γῆς. στύλος δὲ καὶ στήριγμα ἐχκχλησίας 
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τὸ εὐαγγέλιον καὶ πνεῦμα Cano x.7.A. Tertull. adv. Mare. iv. 2. 5. 
Clement of Alex. in Euseb. vi. 13. Origen in tom i. in Johan- 
nem, Opp. iv. p. 5. For further testimonies of antiquity comp. 
the introductions (de Wette, p. 103.) [and the works of Lardner 
in particular. | 

6) Orig. Hom. 1.in Luc. Opp. T. 11. p. 9383. multi conati sunt 
scribere evangelia, sed non omnes recepti ete. [The principal 
spurious gospels are the following: The Gospel of the Infancy 
of Jesus; the Gospel of Thomas the Israelite; the Protoevan- 
gelion of James; the Gospel of the Nativity of Mary; the 
Gospel of Nicodemus, or the Acts of Pilate ; the Gospel of 
Marcion; the Gospel of the Hebrews (most probably the same 
with that of the Nazerenes), and the Gospel of the Egyptians. | 
Comp. the introductions to the N. Test., and the treatises of 
Schneckenburger, Hahn, etc. Fabricius, Codex apocryph. N. 
Test. 11. Hamb. 1719. and Thilo, D. 1. C.,, Cod. apocr. N. Test. 
Lipsiae 1852. Ullmann, historisch oder mythisch. [Lard- 
ner, Works, u. 91—93, 236, 250, 251; iv. 97, 106, 131, 463 ; 
vill. 524—535. Norton, 1. ο. ii. p. 214—286. . Wright, W., in 
Kitto, 1. ὁ. art. Gospels, spurious, where the literature is given. ] 

(6) Comp. Bleek, Einleitung in den Brief an die Hebraer. 
Berlin 1828. De Wette, Einleitung ins N. Test. ii. p. 247. 
[Stuwart’s Comment. on the Epistle to the Heb. 2 vols. Lond. 
1828. Alexander, W. L., in Kitto, 1. ὁ. sub voce, where the 
literature is given. | 

@) The Canon of Origen in Euseb. vi. 25. | Lardner, ii. 493 
—513. | ‘The controversy on the Book of ites anata was con- 
nected with the controversy on millennarianism. Comp. Liicke, 
Versuch einer vollstandigen Kinleitung in die Offenbarung Jo- 
hannis, und die gesammte apokryphische Litteratur. Bonn. 
1832. p. 261 flwg. *Davidson, S., in Kitto, 1. c. sub voce Reve- 
lation. | 

@ Clem) Strom. 1,7. p. ood. 1.6. ἢ. 445. u. 7. p. 447, (ii. 
Pome tive! ap Gul. yon 2. 1p. O93. Ὑ]. 8. ῬΡ. 1 (2. 119: 
Orig. Comment. in Epist. ad Rom. Opp. iv. p. 683. (Comment. 
in Matth. Opp. ui. p. 644.) Hom. 8.in Num. T. ii. p. 249.— 
Contra Celsum i. 1. ὃ 63. Opp. i. 878. (Comment. in Jo}. iv. 
p. 153.) de prince. 11. 3. T. i. p. 82, Euseb. iii. 16. Miinscher, 
Handbuch i. p. 289. Mohler, Patrologie, i. p. 87. [Lardner, 
ii. 18. 247. 528; 11. p. 186. 187; 249, 303. 804. 580—532. ] 
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§ 32. 
INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES. 


Sonntag, G'. F. N., doctrina inspirationis ejusque ratio, historica et usus 
popularis, Heidelberg, 1810, 8.—Rudelbach, A. G., die Lehre von der 
Inspiration der heiligen Schrift, mit Beriicksichtigung der neuesten Un- 
tersuchungen dariiber von Schleiermacher, Twesten und Steudel. (Zeit- 
schrift fiir die gesammte lutherische Theologie und Kirche, edited by 
Rudelbach and Guerike, 1840. i. 1.) 


That the prophets and apostles taught under the in- 
fluence of the Holy Spirit, was the general belief of 
the ancient church, and had its foundation in the tes- 
timony of Scripture itself.a.) But according to this 
view inspiration was by no means confined to the dead 
letter. We find that the Jews generally believed in the 
verbal inspiration of their sacred writings, before the 
Canon of the N. Test. was completed, at a time when 
the living source of prophecy had ceased to operate. It 
is very probable that the theory of verbal inspiration was 
in some degree mixed up with the heathen notions con- 
cerning the μαντική Cart of soothsaying )\@) but it did not 
spring from them. It developed itself in a singular form 
in the story of the origin of the Septuagint version, 
which was current even among many Christian writ- 
ers.2-) The Fathers however differed in their opinions 
respecting inspiration; some took it in a more restrict- 
ed, others in a more comprehensive sense.) But they 
were generally more inclined to admit verbal inspiration 
in the case of the Old, than of the N. Test. We find 
however some whose views on the inspiration of the N. 
Test. writings were very positive,@) and who in their 
support frequently appealed to the connection existing 
between the Old and the New Testaments, and con- 
sequently between the writings of which they are respect- 
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ively composed. Origen goes to the opposite extreme, 
and maintains that there had been no sure criterion of 
the inspiration of the O. Test. before the manifestation 
of Christ, but that this theory took its rise from the mode 
in which Christian writers regarded the subject in ques- 
tion.@) But all parties insisted more particularly on the 
practical importance of the Scriptures, the richness of 
Divine wisdom clothed in unadorned, beautiful simpli- 
city, as tending to promote the edification of believ- 
ers.) 


Cie c elim ΤῸ eo bet Loo | 

©) Philo was the first writer who transferred the ideas of the 
ancients concerning the μαντική to the prophets of the O. Test., 
de spec. legg. 11. ed. Mangey, ii. 343. quis div. rerum haer. 
Mangey, i. 510. 511. de praem. et poen. ii. 417. comp. Gfrorer, 
Lc. p. 54 flwg. Dahne, 1. ὁ. p. 58. Josephus on the other 
hand adopts the more limited view, or verbal inspiration, contra 
Apion, 1. 7. 8. The idea of the μαντική was carried out in all its 
consequences by one section of the Christian church alone, viz. 
the Montanists, and only some distant allusions to it, if any at 
all, are found in the writings of Athenagoras, Leg. c. 9: κατ᾽ 
ἔχστασιν τῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς λογισμῶν κινήσαντος αὐτοὺς τοῦ θειου πνεύματος..---- 
Comp. Tert. advers. Mare. iv. c. 22.—Origen speaks very de- 
cidedly against it; contra Cels. vii. 4. Opp. 1. p. 596. 

(5) The account given by Aristeas was repeated with more 
or less numerous additions, and embellishments by other writ- 
ers, comp. Josephus Antiq. xii. c. 2. Philo de vita Mos. 660. 
Stahl, in Eichhorns Repertorium fur biblische und morgenland- 
ische Litteratur, i. p. 260 flwg. Eichhorn, Einleitung ins A. 
Test. § 159—338. Rosenmiiller, Handbuch fur Litteratur der 
biblischen Kritik und Exegese, ii. p. 334 flwg. Jahn, Einleitung 
ins Alte Test. ὃ 33—67. Berthold, §154—190. De Wette, 1. 
p. 58. Miinscher, Handbuch, i. p. 307 flwg. Gfrorer, p. 49. 
Déhne, i. 57. 31.1 flwg. [Davidson, S., Lectures on Biblical 
Criticism, Edinb. 1839, p. 35—44. The same in A%itto, Cyclop. 
of Bibl. Literat. art. Septuagint.]| According to Philo even the 
grammatical faults of the LXX. are inspired, and offer a wide 
field of speculation to the allegorical interpreter. Dahne, 1. p. 
58. Comp. Justin M. Coh. ad Graec. c. 13. lrenzeus, 112 [ἢ 
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Clem. of Alex. Strom. 1. 21, p. 410. Clement perceives in the 
Greek version of the original the hand of providence, because it 
prevented the Gentiles from pleading ignorance in excuse of 
their sins. Strom. i. 7, p. 338. 

(4) The apostolica] Fathers speak of inspiration in very gene- 
ralterms; in quoting passages from the O. Test., they use indeed 
the phrase : λέγει τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, or similar expressions, but they 
do not give any more definite explanation regarding the man- 
ner of this inspiration, Comp. Clement of R. in several places ; 
Ignat. ad Magn. c. 8. ad Philadelph. c. 5. etc. Sonntag, doctrina 
inspirationis §16. Justin M. is the first author in whose writ- 
ings we meet with a more definite, doctrinal explanation of the 
transaction which is thought to take place ; Cohort. ad Graec. § 8. 
Οὔτε γὰρ φύσει οὔτε ἀνδοωπίνῃ ἐννοίῳ οὕτω μεγάλα καὶ Sela γινώσκειν drIew- 
ποις δυνατὸν, ἀλλὰ τῇ ἄνωδεν ἐπὶ τοὺς ἁγίους ἄνδεας τηνικαῦτα κατελϑούσῃ 
Owed, οἷς οὐ λόγων ἐδέησε τέχνης, οὐδὲ τοῦ ἐριστικῶς τι καὶ φιλονείκως εἰπεῖν, 
ἀλλὰ καδαροὺς ἑαυτοὺς τῇ τοῦ Je/ou πνεύματος παρασχεῖν ἐνεργείᾳ, iv αὐτὸ 
τὸ ϑεθὸν ἐξ οὐρανοῦ κατιὸν πλήκτρον, ὥσπερ ὀργάνῳ κιδάρας τινὸς ἤ λύρας, σοῖς 
δικαίοις ἀνδράσι χρώμενον, τὴν τῶν ϑείων ἡμῖν καὶ οὐρανίων ἀποκαλύψῃ γνῶσιν. 


διὰ τοῦτο τοίνυν ὥσπερ ἐξ ἑνὸς στόματος καὶ μιᾶς γλώττης καὶ περὶ Jeo, καὶ 
ἐς 


‘ 9 ~ 
σερὶ κόσμου κτίσεως, καὶ περὶ πλάσεως ἀν)ρώπου, καὶ περὶ ἀνλρωπίνης ψυχῆς 
\ 


aravaciag καὶ τῆς μετὰ τὸν βίον τοῦτον μελλούσης ἔσεσλαι κρίσεως, καὶ περὶ 


πάντων ὁ νἀναγκαϊῖὸον ἡμῖν ἐστιν εἰδέναι, ἀκολούδϑως καὶ συμφώνως ολλήλοις ἐδίδαξαν 


ἡμᾶς, καὶ ταῦτα ἐν διαφόροις τόποις τε καὶ χρόνοις τὴν Islay ἡμῖν διδασκαλίαν 
παρεσχηκότες. Does Justin maintain in this passage thatthe writers 
were altogether passive when under the influence of the Holy 
Spirit? We presuppose that a lyre is constructed according to the 
principles of acoustics, and properly tuned; for it is not likely 
that the plectron should produce sounds out of a mere piece of 
wood! From the conclusion at which he arrives, it is also ap- 
parent that he limits inspiration to what is doctrinal, to what 1s 
necessary to be known in order to be saved.—The theory pro- 
posed in the third book of Theophilus ad Autolycum, c. 23. 
has more regard to external things; he ascribes the cor- 
rectness of the Mosaic chronology, and subjects of a similar na- 
ture, to Divine inspiration.—Comp. also Athenag. leg. c- 7. and c. 
9.(where the same figure occurs: ὡσεὶ αὐλητὴς αὐλὸν guavevocs.)—The 
views of lrenseus on inspiration were equally strict, and posi- 
tive; advers. Heret. 11. 28. Scripture quidem perfecte sunt, 
quippe a verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus dicta, and other passages 
contained in the third book. Tert. de preescript. heret. 8. 9. 
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advers. Mare. ii. 6. Apol. c.18, (comp. however, § 34.) Cle- 
ment of Alexandr. calls the sacred Scriptures in different places 
γραφὰς θεοπνεύστας, OF QUOTES τὸ γὰρ στόμα κυρίου, τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα ἐλάλησε 
ταῦτα, etc. Ooh. δα Gr. p. 66. 86; ibidem p. 67 he quotes Je- 
remias, and then corrects himself in these words: μᾶλλον δὲ ἐν 
‘Tegewig τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, etc. and likewise Peed.i. 7.p.134. ὁ νόμος διὰ 
Μώσεως 20007, οὐχὶ ὑπὸ Μώσεως, ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ μὲν τοῦ λόγου, διά Μώ- 
σεως δὲ τοῦ θεράποντος αὐτοῦ. On the infallibility of the inspired 
writings: see Strom. ii. p. 432. vii. 16. p. 897. Cyprian callsall the 
books of the Bible divine plenitudinis fontes, advers. Jud. pref. 
. p- 18. and uses in his quotations the same phraseology which Cle- 
ment employs, de unit. eccles. p. 111. de opere et eleem. p. 
201. 

©) The doctrine of the inspiration as set forth in the N. Test. 
writings, stood in close connection with the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, and his work. But the Fathers did not think so much 
of the exertions of the apostles as writers, as of the power which 
was communicated to them, to teach, and to perform miracles, 
and looked upon the latter as peculiarly the work of the Spirit. 
It was not till the writings of the N. Test. had been collected 
into one Codex, that they adopted concerning the N. Test. those 
views which had long been entertained concerning the verbal 
inspiration of the O. Test. Tertullian first makes mention of 
this Codex as Novum Instrumentum, or (quod magis usui est 
dicere) Novum Testamentum, adv. Mare. iv. 1., and he lays so 
much stress upon the reception of the entire Codex as a crite- 
rion of orthodoxy, that he denies the Holy Spirit to all who 
do not receive the Acts of the Apostles as canonical (de prescr. 
Her. 22.) Justin M. speaks in more general terms of the Di- 
vine inspiration, and miraculous power of the apostles, Apol. 1. 
c. 39, and the spiritual gifts of Christians, dialog. cum Tryph. § 
88, Tertullian however draws a distinction between these two 
kinds of inspiration, viz. the apostolical, and that which is com- 
mon to all believers, (de exhort. castit. c. 4.), and represents the 
latter as only partial; but he does not refer the former kind of 
inspiration to the mere art of writing.—But in the writings of 
Irenzeus we find a more definite allusion to the extraordinary 
assistance of the Holy Spirtt which was granted to the Sacred 
penmen, with a special reference to the N. ‘Test. writers, adv. 
Her. 1. 16. § 2: Potuerat dicere Mattheus: Jesu vero gene- 
ratio sic erat; sed previdens spiritus sanctus depravatores et 
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premuniens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Matthzum ait: 
Christt autem generatio sic erat.* 

(6) Tren, adv. Her. iv. 9. p. 237. Non alterum quidem ve- 
tera, alterum vero proferentem nova docuit, sed unum et eun- 
dem. Pater familias enim Dominus est, qui universe domui 
paterne dominatur, et servis quidem et adhuc indisciplinatis 
condignam tradens legem; liberis autem et fide justificatis 
congruentia dans precepta, et filis adaperiens suam heeredita- 
tem... .EHa autem, quee de thesauro proferuntur nova et vete- 
ra, sine contradictione duo Testamenta dicit: vetus quidem, 
quod ante fuerat, legislatio; novum autem, que secundum 
Evangelium est conversatio, ostendit, de qua David ait: Can- 
tate Domino canticum novum etc. Comp. 11. 11. In his frag- 
ments he compares the two pillars of the house under the ruins 
of which Samson killed himself and the Philistines, to the two 
Testaments which overthrew paganism. Clem Al. Peed. p. 307: 
ἄμφω δὲ τὼ νόμω διηκόνουν τῷ λόγῳ εἰς παιδαγωγίαν τῆς ἀνθρωπότητος, ὁ μὲν 
διὰ Μώσεως, 6 δὲ δὶ ᾿Αποστόλων. Comp. Strom. 1. 5. p. 331. ii. 10. 
p. 043. 

(0) Orig. de princip. iv. ὁ. 6. Opp. 1. p. 161.; λεκτέον δὲ ὅτι τὸ 
τῶν TOODNTINGY λόγων ἔνθεον καὶ τὸ πνευματικὸν τοῦ Μώσεως νόμου ἔλαμψεν 
ἐπιδημήσαντος ᾿Ιησοῦ. ἐναργῆ γὰρ παραδείγματα περί τοῦ θεοπνεύστους εἶναι 
τὰς παλαιὰς γραφὰς πρὸ τῆς ἐπιδημίας τοῦ Χριστοῦ παραστῆσαι οὐ 
πάνυ δυνατὸν ἦν, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ᾿Ιησοῦ ἐπιδημία δυναμένους ὑποπτεύεσθαι τὸν νόμον 
καὶ τοὺς προφήτας ὡς οὐ θεῖα, εἰς τοὐμφανὲς ἤγαγεν, ὡς οὐρανίῳ χάριτι ἀναγε- 
γραμμένα, From this point of view Origen acknowledges the 
inspiration of both the Old and the New Testaments, de prince. 
prowm.c.8. Opp.i. p. 18. hb. iv. ab init. contra Cels.v. 60. Opp. 
i. p. 623. Hom.in Jerem. Opp. T. 11. p. 282: Sacra volumina spi- 
ritus plenitudinem spirant, nihilque est sive in lege, sive in evan- 
gelio, sive in apostolo, quod non a plenitudine divine majestatis 
descendat. Comp. Comm. in Matth. T. iii. p. 732 ; inreference to 
the different relations of the miraculous cure of the blind men, 
(Matth. xx. 30—34; Mark x. 46—52; Luke xvii. 35—43.) 
he assumes that the evangelists had been preserved from any 
fault of memory; but in order to account for the apparent dis- 
crepancies, he is obliged to have recourse to allegorical interpre- 
tation. In the 27th Hom. in Num. Opp. T. ii-p. 365. he further 
maintains that (because of this inspiration) nothing superfluous 
could have found its way into the sacred Scriptures, and that 
we must seek for Divine illumination and direction, when we 
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meet with difficulties. Comp. Hom. in Exod. 1. 4. Opp. T. ii. 
Ρ 181.: Ego credens verbis Domini mei Jesu Christi, in lege et 
Prophetis iota quidem unum aut apicem non puto esse mysteriis 
vacuum, nec puto aliquid horum transire posse, donec omnia 
fiant.—Philocalia (Cantabrig. 1658.) p. 19.: Πρέπει δὲ τὰ ἅγια γράμ- 
WaT πιστεύειν μηδεμίαν κεραίαν ἔχειν κενὴν σοφίως Θεοῦ" ὁ γὰρ ἐντειλάμενος 
ἐμοὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ καὶ λέγων, οὐκ ὀφθήσῃ ἐνώπιόν μου κενός (Hixod. χχχῖν. 20.) 
πολλῷ πλέον αὐτὸς οὐδὲν κενὸν ἐρεῖ, Comp. Schnitzer, Ὁ. 286, But Origen 
softened the harshness of his theory partly, as has already 
been indicated, by allegorical interpretation, (comp. the subse- 
quent δ), partly by assuming (as was frequently done even in 
later times) that God, like a teacher, accommodates himself to 
_the degree of civilization in different ages. Contra Cels. iv. 71. 
T. 1. p. 556. 

®) Trenzus compares the sacred Scriptures to the treasure 
which was hid in a field, adv. Her. iv. 25, 26, and recom- 
mends their perusal also to the laity, but under the direction of 
the presbyters, iv. 32. Clement of Alexandr. describes their 
simplicity, and the beneficial effects which they are calculated 
to produce, Coh. p. 66. Τραφωὶ δὲ αἱ deta: καὶ πολιτεῖαι σώφρονες, 
σύντομοι σωτηρίας ὅδοι, γυμναὶ κομμωτικῆς καὶ τῆς ἐκτὸς χαλλιφωνίας καὶ 
στωμυλίας καὶ κολακείας ὑπάρχουσαι ἀνιστῶσιν ἀγχόμενον ὑπὸ κακίας τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον, ὑπεριδοῦσαι τὸν ὕλισθον τὸν βιωτικὸν, μιᾷ καὶ τῇ αὐτῇ φωνῇ πολλὰ 
θεραπεύουσαι, ἀποτρέπουσα! μὲν ἡμᾶς τῆς ἐπιξημίου ἀπάτης, προτρέπουσαι δὲ 
ἐμφανῶς εἰς προῦπτον σωτηρίαν. Comp. ibid. p. 71 : ἱερὰ γὰρ ὡς ἀληθῶς 
τὼ ἱεραποιοῦντα καὶ θεοποιοῦντω γράμματα κ. τ. A Clement did not con- 
fine this sanctifying power to the mere letter of the Scriptures, 
but thought that the λογικοὶ νόμο; had been written, not only 
ἐν TAME! λιθέναις, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν καρδίαις ἀνθρώπων, Peed. 11. p: 307., so that 
at least the effects produced by the Bible depend on the sus- 
ceptibility of the mind. The language of Origen is similar, 
contra Cels. vi. 2. p. 630: Quoi δ᾽ ὁ dsing λόγος, οὐκ αὔταρκες εἶναι τὸ 
λεγόμενον (κἂν καθ᾿ αὐτὸ ἀληθὲς καὶ πιστικώτατον 7) πρὸς τὸ καθικέσθαι ἀνθρω- 
πίνης ψυχῆς, ἐὰν μὴ καὶ δύναμίς τις θεόθεν δοθῇ τῷ λέγοντι, καὶ χάρις ἐπανθήσῃ 
τοῖς λεγομένοις, καὶ αὕτη οὐκ ἀθεεὶ ἐγγινομένη τοῖς ἀνυσίμως λέγουσι. 


SR 
BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION. 


Olshausen, tiber tiefera Schriftsinn, Kénigsbergz 1824. Rosenmuiiller, his- 
toria interpretat. N. Test. Τὶ iii. Ernesti, J. A. de Origine interpre- 
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tationis grammaticae auctore, opuse. crit. Lugd. 1764.  Hagenbach, 
Observat. circa Origenis methodum interpretandae 8.S. Bas. 1823. 
Thomasius, Origenes, Appendix I.—[Davidson, S., Sacred Hermen.- 
eutics developed and applied ; including a Hist. of Biblical Interpreta- 
tion from the earliest of the Fathers to the Reform. Edinb. 1843. 
Comp. also Credner, K. A., in Kitto’s Cyclop. of Biblical Literature, 
sub voce. | 


The tendency to allegorical interpretation(.) was con- 
nected in a twofold manner with the doctrine of verbal 
inspiration. Some writers endeavoured to bring as much 
as possible znto the letter of the sacred writings, either 
on mystico-speculative, or on practico-religious grounds; 
others from a rationalistico-apologetical tendency were 
anxious to explain away all that might lead to conclusions 
alike offensive to human reason, and unworthy of the 
Deity, if taken in their literal sense. This may be best 
seen in the works of Origen, who after the example of 
Philo,?) and of several of the Fathers, especially of 
Clement,@:) adopted three modes of interpretation, the 
grammatical, anagogical, and allegorical.*) The simple 
and modest mode of interpretation, adopted by Irenaeus, 
who defers to God all that is above human understand- 
ing,s,) forms a striking contrast with the allegorizing 
tendency, which can find everything in the Scriptures. 


(1) « Considering the high opinion regarding the inspiration 
of the sacred writings, and the dignity of what is revealed in 
them, we should expect as a matter of course, to meet with care- 
ful interpreters who would diligently investigate the exact mean- 
ing of every part of Holy Writ. But the very opposite has tak- 
en place. Inspiration is done away with by that most arbitrary 
of all modes of interpretation, the allegorical, of which we may 
consider Philo the best representative.” (Gfrérer, Geschichte 
des Urchristenthums, 1. p. 69, in reference to Philo.) However 
much this may surprise us at first sight, we shall find that the 
connection between the theory of inspiration, and the mode of 
interpretation which accompanies it, is by no means unnatural; 
both have one common source, viz. the assumption that there is 
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a very great difference between the Bible, and other books. 
That which has come down from heaven, must be interpreted 
according to its heavenly origin; must be looked upon with 
other eyes, and touched with other hands than profane. Comp. 
Dahne, iiber Philo, p. 60. In this period we observe something 
similar relative to the Word to what took place afterwards with 
regard to the Sacraments. As baptismal water was thought to 
possess more excellent qualities than common water, and the 
bread used in the Lord’s supper to be different from common 
bread, so the letter of the Bible, once encircled by the magic 
ring of inspiration, became itself a magic hieroglyphic, to de- 
cipher which a magic key was needed. 

(ὦ) Comp. Gfrorer and Dahne, 1. ὁ. and [Conybeare, J. J. 
The Bampton Lecture for the year 1824, being an attempt to 
trace the history and to ascertain the limits of the secondary, 
and spiritual interpret. of Script. Oxf. 1824. Davidson, Sacred 
Hermeneutics, pp. 65. 64.] 

(Ὁ) Examples of allegorical and typical interpretation abound 
in the writings of the apostolical, and earlier Fathers, see § 29. 3. 
{Comp. Davidson, Sacred Hermen. p. 71 flwg. Barnabas, I. 7. 
The two goats (Levit. xvi.) were to be fair and perfectly alike ; 
both therefore typified the one Jesus, who was to suffer for us. 
The circumstance of one being driven forth into the wilderness, 
the congregation spitting upon it and pricking it; whilst the 
other, instead of being accursed, was offered upon the altar to 
God, symbolised the death and sufferings of Jesus. The wash- 
ing of the entrails with vinegar, denoted the vinegar mixed with 
gall which was given to Jesus on the cross. The scarlet wool, 
put about the head of one of the goats, signified the scarlet robe 
put upon Christ before his crucifixion. The taking off the scarlet 
wool, and placing it on a thorn-bush, refers to the fate of Christ’s 
church. Clement of Alex. lib. v. p. 557. ‘* The candlestick si- 
tuated south of the altar of incense signified the movements of 
the seven stars making circuits southward. From each side of 
the candlestick projected three branches with lights in them, 
because the sun placed in the midst of the other planets gives 
light both to those above and under him by a kind of divine 
music. The golden candlestick has also another enigma, not 
only in being a figure of the sign of Christ, but also in the cir- 
cumstance of giving light in many ways and parts to such as be- 
lieve and hope in him, by the instrumentality of the things at first 
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created.” Comp, also pp. 74. 75. 79. 80.] In order to form a 
correct estimate of this mode of interpretation comp. Mohler, 
Patrologie, i. p. 64.: “ Zé may be, that the system of interpreta- 
tion adopted by the earlier Fathers in many respects is not agree- 
able to our notions of interpretation; but we should remember 
that our mode of looking at things differs from theirs in more than 
one point, They knew nothing, thought of nothing, felt nothing, 
but Christ—is tt then surprising, that they met him everywhere, 
even without seeking him ? In the present high state of civiliza- 
tion we are scarcely able to form a correct idea of the mind of 
those times, im which the great object of commentators was, to 
show the connection between the Old and the New Covenant in 
the most satisfactory manner, and in the most vivid colours.” 
The earlier Fathers indulged almost unconsciously in this mode 
of interpreting ; but Clement of Alex. attempts to establish a 
theory asserting that the Mosaic laws have a threefold, or even 
a fourfold sense, rergu pag δὲ nui ἐκληπτέον τοῦ νόμου τὴν βούλησιν. 
Strom. i. 28. (some read τριχῶς instead of τετρωχῶς,) [Comp. 
Davidson, 1. c. p. 79.] | 

@) Origen supposes that Scripture has a threefold sense cor- 
responding to the trichotomous division of man into body, soul, 
and spirit (comp. § 54.); in confirmation of this view he appeals 
to Prov. xxii. 20, 21 ; [1 Cor. ii. 6, 7 and other passages, ] and the 
Shepherd of Hermas which he values equally with Scripture. 
This threefold sense may be divided into 1. the grammatical, 
[σωματιχὸς] = body; 2. the moral, [ψυχικὸς] = soul; 3. the 
mystical, [πνευματικὸς] = spirit. The literal sense however, he 
asserts, cannot always be taken, but in certain cases 1t must be 
spiritualized by allegorical interpretation, especially in those 
places which contain either something indifferent in a religious 
aspect (genealogies, etc.), or immoral things (6. g. the account 
of Lot’s incest, of Abraham’s two wives, etc.), or what is un- 
worthy of the dignity of God (the anthropomorphitic narratives 
in the book of Genesis, etc.) ; [comp. the mode in which Philo 
proceeded, Davidson, 1. c. p. 63, 64.] But Origen found offen- 
sive things not only in the Old, but also in the New Testament. 
Thus he declared the narrative of the temptation of our Saviour 
to be a mere allegory, because he could not solve the difficulties 
“which it presents to the historical interpreter. [The gospels 
also abound in expressions of this kind; as when the devil 
is said to have taken Jesus to a high mountain.—For who 
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could believe, if he read such things with the least degree of 
attention, that the kingdoms of the Persians, Scythians, Indians, 
and Parthians, were seen with the bodily eye, and with as great 
honour as kings are locked upon? Davidson, 1. ὁ. p. 99.] 
He also thought that some precepts, as Luke x. 4. Matth. v. 39. 
1 Cor. vii. 18. could be taken in their literal sense only by fool- 
ish men (axegaios)—He does not indeed deny the reality of 
most of the miracles, but he prizes much more highly the alle- 
gory which they include (comp. ὃ 29. n. 10.); de prince. lib. 
iv. § 8—27. he gives the most complete exhibition of his 
theory ; comp. also his exegetical works, and the above men- 
tioned treatises.—| Davidson, 1]. ὁ. p. 97—105 |.—Both tendencies 
above spoken of, that of bringing in, and that of explaining 
away, are obviously exhibited in the writings of Origen. There- 
fore, the remark of Liicke (Hermeneutik, p. 39.) “that a ration- 
alistie tendency, of which Origen himself was not conscious, 
may account in part for his addiction to allegorical interpreta- 
tion,” can be easily reconciled with the apparently contrary 
supposition, that mysticism was the cause of it. “ The letter 
kills, but the spirit quickens ; this is the principle of Origen. 
But who does not see that the spirit can become too powerful, 
kill the letter, and take its place?” Edgar Quinet on Strauss 
(Revue des deux mondes 1838.) 

©) Ireneus also proceeded on the assumption that the 
Scriptures throughout were full of profound meanings, adv. 
Haer. iv. 18.: nihil enim otiosum, nec sine signo, neque sine 
argumento apud eum, and made use of typical interpretation. 
Nevertheless he saw the errors to which allegorizing leads, and 
condemned it in the Gnostics, adv. Her.1. 3. 6. We are as 
little able to understand the abundance of nature, as the super- 
abundance of Scripture, ibid. ii. 28,: Nos autem secundum quod 
minores sumus et novissimi a verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus, secun- 
dum hoc et scientia mysteriorum ejus indigemus. Et non est 
mirum, si in spiritalibus et celestibus et in his que habent re- 
velari, hoc patimur nos: quandoquidem etiam eorum que ante 
pedes sunt (dico autem que sunt in hac creatura, que et con- 
trectantur a nobis et videntur et sunt nobiscum) multa fugerunt 
nostram scientiam, et Deo hee ipsa committimus. Oportet 
enim eum pre omnibus precellere......E/ δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν τῆς κτίσεως ἔνια 
μὲν ἀνάκειται τῷ Sew, ee δὲ καὶ εἰς γνῶσιν ἐλήλυϑε τὴν ἡμετέραν, τί χαλεπὸν, 


εἰ καὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς ζητουμένων, ὅλων τῶν γραφῶν πνευματικῶν οὐσῶν» 
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EVich μξν ἐπιλυοεν κατὼ χάριν τοῦ, Evie δὲ ἀνακείσετωι τῷ Jew, καὶ οὐ μόνον 
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αἰῶνι ἐν τῷ γυνὶ, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τῷ WEAAOUT ; ἵνα del μὲν ὁ dedg διδάσκῃ, CVS 201m 


σὸς δὲ διὰ παντὸς μανϑάνῃ παρὰ Θεοῦ. 


8 34. 
TRADITION. 


Pelt, tiber Tradition in den theologischen Mitarbeiten, Kiel 1813. comp. 
also ὃ 30. (Bennett, 1. c. p. 95—106. | 


Notwithstanding the high esteem in which Scripture 
was held, the authority of tradition was not altogether 
disregarded. On the contrary, in the controversies with 
heretics, Scripture was thought to be insufficient to com- 
bat them, because it maintains its true position, and can 
be correctly interpreted (2. 6. according to the spirit of 
the church) only in close connection with the tradition 
of the church.0.) Different opinions obtained concern- 
ing the nature of tradition. The view taken by Irenzeus 
and ‘Tertullian was of a positive, realistic kind ; according 
to them the truth could not be obtained without some ex- 
ternal historico-geographical connection with the mother 
churches.@:) The writers of the Alexandrian school en- 
tertained more idealistic opinions ; they saw in the unhin- 
dered and more spiritual exchange of ideas the fresh and 
ever living source from which we must draw the whole- 
some water of sound doctrine.@:) It must however be 
acknowledged that the idea of a secret doctrine“4.) which 
prevailed in the Alexandrian school, and was said to have 
been transmitted along with the publicly received truth 
from the times of Christ and his Apostles, betrayed a 
Gnostic tendency which might easily hinder the adapta- 
tion of Christianity to all classes of society. On the 
other hand, the new revelations of the Montanists set 
aside all historical tradition.@-) The view which Cyprian 
takes of tradition is peculiar to himself; he submits it to 
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the test of Scripture, and distinguishes human tradition 
(usage) from divine instruction.©) 


@) On the necessity of tradition see Irenzus, i. 10. (p. 49. M.) 
ii. 35. p. 171. 11. Pref. c. 1—6. ο. 21. iv. 20. 26. 82. (Orelli, i. 
Programme p. 20.) The remark is worthy of observation, ἢ]. 4. 
that the nations had been converted to Christianity, not in the 
first instance by the Scripture (sine charta et atramento), but 
by means of the presence of the Holy Spirit in their hearts, and 
the faithfully preserved tradition. See Tert. adv. Mare. 11. 6. v. 
5. and particularly de preescriptione Hereticorum, where he de- 
nies to heretics the right of using Scripture in argument with 
the orthodox. Comp. c. 13. seq. ὁ. 19.: Ergo non ad scrip- 
turas provocandum est, nec in his constituendum certamen, in 
quibus aut nulla, aut incerta victoria est, aut par (var. parum) 
incertee. Nam etsi non-~ita evaderet conlatio scripturarum, ut 
utramque partem parem sisteret, ordo rerum desiderabat, illud 
prius proponi quod nune solum disputandum est: quibus com- 
petat fides ipsa; cujus sint scripture; a quo et per quos et 
quando et quibus sit tradita disciplina, qua fiunt Christiani. Ubi 
enim apparuerit esse veritatem et discipline et fidei christianz, 
illic erit veritas scripturarum et expositionum et omnium tradi- 
tionum Christianarum. Comp. c. 37: Quiestis, quando et unde 
venistis, quid in meo agitis, non mei? To renounce tradition 
is according to Tertullian the source of the mutilation, and 
corruption of Scripture, comp. ὁ. 22. and 38. But even in a 
state of integrity Scripture is not able on its own account to 
overthrow heresies: on the contrary, according to God’s provi- 
dential arrangement, it becomes to heretics the source of new 
errors, comp. c. 40. 42.—Clement of Alex. expresses himself thus 
(Stromata, vu. 15. p. 887): It should be no more impossible for 
an honest man to lie, than for a believer to depart from the rule 
of faith which is laid down by the church; it is necessary to 
follow those who already possess the truth. As the companions 
of Ulysses, when they had been bewitched by Circe, behaved 
like beasts, so he who renounces tradition ceases to be a man 
of God. Strom. 16. p. 890.—Origen de prince. procem. i. p. 47: 
Servetur vero ecclesiastica predicatio per successionis ordinem 
ab Apostolis tradita usque ad presens in ecclesiis permanens, 
illa sola credenda est veritas, que in nullo ab ecclesiastica et 
apostolica discordat tramite. 
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@) Tren, ii. 4. 2. (p. 178 M.): Quid enim? ΕΠ si de aliqua 
modica questione disceptatio esset, nonne oporteret in anti- 
quissimas recurrere ecclesias, in quibus Apostoli conversati sunt 
et ab iis de presenti queestione sumere quod certum et re 
liquidum est. Quid autem, si neque Apostoli quidem scripturas 
reliquissent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, 
quam tradiderunt us, quibus committebant ecclesias? etc. 
Tertull. preescr. 6. 20: dehinc (Apostoli) in orbem profecti 
eandem doctrinam ejusdem fidei nationibus promulgaverunt, et 
proinde ecclesias apud unamquamque civitatem condiderunt, a 
quibus traducem fidei et semina doctrine ceterz exinde ecclesice 
mutuate sunt et quotidie mutuantur, ut ecclesiz fiant, et per 
hoe et ipse apostolice deputantur, ut soboles apostolicarum 
ecclesiarum. Omne genus ad originem suam censeatur necesse 
est. Itaque totac tant Hcclesiz una est illa ab Apostolis prima, 
ex qua omnes, etc. Comp. c. 21. 

(8) Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. 1. p. 828, Ta φρέατα eavSrovuevee 
διειδέστερον ὕδωρ ἀναδίδωσι" τρέπεται δὲ εἰς Progay, ὧν mwerarauCdvss οὐδεὶς" 
καὶ τὸν σίδηρον ἡ χρῆσις nadapwrepoy φυλάσσει, 7% δὲ ἀχρηστίω ἰοῦ τούτῳ 
γεννητική. συνελόντι γὰρ φάναι, καὶ συγγυμωνασίω ἕξιν ἐμποιεῖ ὑγιεινὴν καὶ 
πνεύμασι καὶ σώμασιν. 

(4) Thid. Αὐτίκα od πολλοῖς ἀπεκάλυψεν (ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς) ἃ μὴ πολλῶν ἦν, 
ὀλίγοις δὲ οἷς προσήκειν ἠπίστατο, τοῖς οἵοις τε ἐκδέξασϑαι καὶ τυπωϑῆνωι πρὸς 
αὐτὰ" τὰ δὲ ἀπόῤῥητα, καϑάπερ ὁ Sebo, λόγῳ πιστεύεται, οὗ γράμματι... ... 
ἀλλὰ γὰρ TA μυστήριω μυστικῶς παραδίδοται, ἵνα ἢ ἐν στόωωτι λαλοῦντος καὶ 
ὃ λαλᾶται: μᾶλλον δὲ οὐκ ἐν φωνῇ ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῷ vodiodas. κιτολ, Comp. 
Kuseb. ἢ, e. ἢ. 1. Origen contra Cels. vi. ὃ 6. Opp. T. i. p. 
633. Comp. Lrommann, G. C. L. Th., de disciplina arcani, 
que in vetere ecclesia christiana obtinuisse fertur. Jen, 1833. 8, 

©) Comp. § 24. 

©) The opinion of Cyprian was developed in the controversy 
with the Romish bishop Stephen, who appealed to the Romish 
tradition in support of his views concerning the baptism of he- 
retics. Cyprian on the contrary returns with justice to the 
oldest tradition, viz. the Sacred Scriptures (divine traditionis 
caput et origo), Kp. 74. p. 215. In the same place, and in the 
same connection he says: Consuetudo sine veritate vetustas 
erroris est. Comp. Ep. 71. p. 194: Non est de consuetudine 
-prescribendum, sed ratione vincendum. We must however re- 
member that this controversy was carried on not so much about 
a dogma, as about a rite, and that as yet no definite meaning 
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was attached to the term tradition. | Benneit,1. c. p.105.] It is 
interesting to observe that, 6. g. Irenseus does not as yet know 
any traditio humana within the church which could contradict 
in any way the traditio apostolica; | Bennett, 1. 6. p. 99.] In 
later times Tertullian combats the authority of custom with al- 
most the same weapons as Cyprian; comp. de virgin. veland. 1: 
Christus veritatem se, non consuetudinem cognominavit. Quod- 
cunque adversus veritatem sapit, hoc erit heresis, etiam vetus 
consuetudo. Huther, Cyprian, p. 139 flwg. Rettberg, p. 310. 
Pelt, 1. 6. Gess, die Einheit der Kirche im Sinne Cyprians, in 
den Studien der evangelischen Geistlichkeit Wurtembergs, 
1838. 11. 1. p. 149 fiwg. 

It was the general opinion that facth (πίστις, fides) is the me- 
dium by which we apprehend the revelations made known to 
us either by Scripture or by tradition. The question however 
arose (especially in the Alexandrian school) in what relation the 
πίστις stands to the more developed γνῶσις ἡ We should mistake 
Clement if we were to conclude from some of his expressions, 
that he attaches but an inferior value to the πίστις. In a cer- 
tain sense he looks upon it rather as the perfection of know- 
ledge (τελειότης wadjoews.) Peed. 1. 6. p. 115. Faith does not 
want any thing, it does not limp (as the proofs do.) It has the 
promise, etc. Also according to Strom. i. 1. p. 320. faith is es- 
sentially necessary to a right apprehension of knowledge. It 
anticipates knowledge, 1. 1. p. 432. Comp. i. 4. p. 436.: 
κυριώτερον οὖν τῆς ἐπιστήμης ἡ πίστις καὶ ἐστὶν αὐτῆς κριτήριον, In the 
same place he distinguishes faith from mere conjecture, «xaoi«, 
which is related to faith, as a flatterer to a true friend, and a 
wolf to a dog.—Revelation (διδωσχαλία) and faith depend on each 
other, as the throwing and catching of a ball in a game, Strom. 
il. 6. p. 442.—On the other hand, Clement maintains the neces- 
sity of a well instructed faith (πίστις περὶ τὴν μάϑησι»), Strom. i. 6. p. 
336, andinsistsin general on an intimate connection between πίστις 
and γνῶσις, ii. 4. Ῥ. 4860. πιστὴ τοίνυν ἡ γνῶσις" γνωστὴ δὲ ἡ πίστις, Sein 
σινὶ ἀκολιουϑίῳ τε καὶ ἀντακολουϑίῳ γένεται. ΑΛ is described as an 
imperfect knowledge of the truth, γνῶσις is characterized as a 
«firm and stable demonstration of the things already appre- 
hended by faith.” Strom. vii 10. p. 865. 66. From this point 
of view he values knowledge more highly than faith, Strom. vi. 
14. Ῥ. 794: πλέον δὲ ἐστι τοῦ πιστεῦσαι τὸ γνῶναι. Nevertheless he 
knows how to discern this true gnosis from the false gnosis of 
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the Gnostics, Strom. v. 6. p. 689. 12. p. 695. vi. 7.771. Strom. 
vu. 10. p. 864. (here again faith appears as the basis of true 
knowledge.) On the different kinds of faith, see Strom. vi. 17. p. 
820. Comp. Neander, de fidei gnoseosque idea secundum Cle- 
mentem Alex. Heidelberg 1811. 8. Baur, Gnosis, p. 502 
flwg. [Davidson, 1. ὁ. p. 76.77; p. 106—111.]—Origen, de 
prince. in proem. 38. Opp. i. 47: [lud autem scire oportet, 
quoniam Sancti Apostoli fidem Christi preedicantes de quibus- 
dam quidem, queecunque necessaria crediderunt, omnibus ma- 
nifestissime tradiderunt, rationem scilicet assertionis eorum 
relinquentes ab his inquirendam, qui Spiritus dona excellentia 
mererentur: de aliis vero dixerunt quidem, quia sint ; quomodo 
autem, aut unde sint, siluerunt, profecto ut studiosiores quique 
ex posteris suis, qui amatores essent sapientiz, exercitium ha- 
bere possent, in quo ingenii sui fructum ostenderent, hi videlicet 
qui dignos se et capaces ad recipiendam sapientiam preepa- 
rarent. 


SECOND SECTION. 


THEOLOGY. 


THE DOCTRINE OF GOD (INCLUDING THE DOCTRINE RESPECT- 
ING THE CREATION, AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
WORLD, THE DOCTRINE OF ANGELS AND OF DEMONS. ) 


THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 


Ir can never be the object of any revealed religion to 
prove the existence of God, inasmuch as it always pre- 
supposes the conviction that there isa God. The idea 
of a personal God who as the creator of heaven and earth 
rules over the human race, who has given the law, sent 
the prophets, and manifested himself in these last days 
by his Son Jesus Christ,0) existed already in the O. Test., 
but was now purified, perfected, and extended beyond 
the narrow limits of national interests in the Christian 
religion. In consequence, the believing Christian needed 
as little, as his Jewish contemporary, a proof of the exis- 
tence of God. But in proportion as the truth and ex- 
cellency of Christianity were more fully perceived, it be- 
came necessary on the one hand, that the Christians 
should defend themselves (apologetically) against the 
charge of Atheism which was frequently brought ‘for- 
ward.) On the other hand they had to demonstrate 
to the heathens (polemically,) that their pagan worship 
was false, and consequently in its very foundation amount- 
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ed to a virtual denial of the living God (Atheism.)?-) 
When we therefore meet in the writings of the Fathers 
with anything like a proof of the existence of God, we 
must take it as the sudden utterance of an overflowing 
heart, which gives vent to its feelings in a rhetorico-poe- 
tical form.) Sometimes we find that such statements 
are intimately connected with other definitions of the na- 
ture of God, with the doctrine of his unity, or with the 
doctrine of the creation and government of the world.@-) 
But the Fathers of this period generally go back to the 
innate consciousness of the being of a God (testimonium 
anime, λόγος σπερματικὸς) Which may be traced even in the 
heathens,6) and on the purity of which the knowledge 
of God depends.) With this they connect, but more in 
a popular, than strictly scientific form, what is commonly 
called the physico-theological, or teleological proof, 7. 6. 
they infer the existence of a creator from the works of 
creation.) More artificial proofs, as the cosmological 
and the ontological, are unknown in this period. Even 
the more profound thinkers of the Alexandrian school 
frankly acknowledged the impossibility of a proper proof 
of the existence δ God, and the necessity of a Divine 


revelation.@:-) 


(2) The distinction therefore between Theology and Christo- 
logy is only relative, and made for scientific purposes. The 
Christian idea of God always depends on faith in the Son in 
whom the Father manifests himself. We find however in the 
writings of the first Fathers (especially of Minucius Felix) a kind 
of theology which bears much resemblance to what was subse- 
quently called natural theology, inasmuch as it is more reflect- 
ing, than intuitive. Others (6. g. Clement) look at every thing 
through the medium of the Logos; Strom. ν. 12. p. 696., comp. 
also n. 9. : 

@) Comp. 6. g. Minuc. Fel. Oct. c. 8., and with it cc. 17. 18., 
also the Edict. Antonini in Euseb. iv. 13.; the passage : ὡς ἀθέων 
κατηγοροῦντες, however, may be differently interpreted. 
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©) So all the apologists, each in his turn; comp. instead of 
all: Minuce. Fel. c. 20 flwg. Tertullian, Apol. c. 8. deidolola- 

tria. Cyprian, de idolorum vanitate etc. 
(4) So the passage in Clem. of Alex. Cohort. 54: Θεὸς δὲ πῶς ἂν 
Ἴλιο 


καὶ ἄγγελοι καὶ ἄνδρωποὶ, Boyan τῶν δακτύλων αὐτοῦ, "“Oon γε ἡ δύναμις τὸ 


εἴποιμι ὅσω ποιεῖ; ὅλον ἰδὲ τὸν κόσμον' ἐκείνου ἔογον ἐστὶν καὶ οὐρανὸ! καὶ ἥλιος 
v 
Jeod ; μόνον αὐτοῦ τὸ βούλημα κοσμοποιΐω μόνος ya ὁ debg ἐποίησεν, ἐπεὶ καὶ 
μόνος ὄντως ἐστὶ Θεός. Ψιλῷ τῷ Povrsodos δημιουργεῖ, καὶ τῷ μόνον ἐδελῆσαι 
αὐτὸν ἕπεται τὸ γεγενῆσθαι A. τ. As comp. Tert. Apol. ὁ. 17. 18. 

5.) Comp. the following §§. 

6) Tertullian advers. Judacos c. 2.: Cur etenim Deus univer- 
sitatis conditor, mundi totius gubernator, hominis plasmator, 
universarum gentium sator, legem per Moysen uni populo de- 
disse credatur, et non omnibus gentibus attribuisse dicatur? et 
sqq. comp. Apol. ὁ. 17.: Vultis ex operibus ipsius tot ac talibus 
quibus continemur, quibus sustinemur, quibus oblectamur, etiam 
quibus exterremur ? vultis ex anime ipsius testimonio compro- 
bemus ? que licet carcere corporis pressa, licet institutionibus 
pravis circumscripta, licet libidinibus ac concupiscentiis evigo- 
rata, licet falsis deis exancillata, cum tamen resipiscit ut ex 
crapula, ut ex somno, ut ex aliqua valetudine, et sanitatem suam 
potitur, Deum nominat, hoc solo nomine, quia proprio Dei veri. 
Deus magnus, Deus bonus, et quod Deus dederit, omnium vox 
est, judicem quoque contestatur illum, Deus yidet, et Deo com- 
mendo, et Deus mihi reddet. O testimonium anime naturaliter 
christian ; denique pronuntians heec, non ad capitolium, sed ad 
ceelum respicit, novit enim sedem Dei vivi.—De testim. anime c. 
2.: Si enim anima ejus divina aut a Deo data est, sine dubio da- 
torem suum novit. Et si novit, utique et timet, et tantum pos- 
tremo adauctorem. An non timet, quem magis propitium velit 
quam iratum? Unde igitur naturalis timor anime in Deum, si 
Deus non vult irasci? Quomodo timetur qui nescit offendi ἢ 
Quid timetur nisi ira? Unde ira nisi ex animadversione ? Unde 
animadyversio nisi de judicio ? Unde judicium nisi de potestate ? 
Cujus potestas summa nisi Deus solus ? Hine ergo tibi anima de 
conscientia suppetit domi ac foris, nullo irridente vel prohibente, 
preedicare: Deus videt omnia, et Deo commendo, et Deus red- 
det, et Deus inter nos judicabit et sqq. comp. Neander, Antig- 
nosticus p. 88. 89.—Clem. of Alex. Coh. vi. 59, πᾶσιν yag ἁπαξα- 
TAKS ἀνϑρώποις, μάλιστα OF τοῖς περὶ λόγους ἐνδιατρίβουσιν (qui in studiis 


> 
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literarum versati sunt) ἐνέσταχταί rig ἀπίῤῥοιω Δεϊκὴ, οὗ On χάριν καὶ 
7 \ e ~ ¢/ Ὕ. \ > ᾽ὔ Sig? 2 a dA 
ἄκοντες μὲν ὁμολογοῦμεν ἕνα τε εἶναι Θεὸν, avWAsdoov καὶ ἀγέννητον τοῦτον, ἄνω 
που περὶ τὰ νῶτω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἐν τῇ ἰδίῳ καὶ οἰκείῳ περιωπῇ ὄντως OTH ἀεί, 
~ \ a e io ~ 

comp. Strom. v. 12. p. 698. : Θεοῦ μὲν yao eupaois ἑνὸς Hy τοῦ παντοκ- 
ράτορος παρὰ THO! τοῖς εὐφρονοῦσι πάντοτε φυσική" καὶ τῆς ἀϊδίου κατὰ τὴν Selay 


\ ΄ 


πρόνοιαν εὐεργεσίας ἀντελαμβάνοντο οἱ πλεῖστοι, οἱ καὶ μὴ τέλεον ἀπηρυϑοιακότες 


7) This is beautifully expressed by Theophilus ad Autolycum 
from the commencement: If thou sayest, show me thy God, I 
answer, show me first thy man, and I will show thee my God. 
Show me first, whether the eyes of thy soul see, and the ears of 
thy heart hear. For as the eyes of the body perceive earthly 
things, light and darkness, white and black, beauty and de- 
formity, etc., so the ears of the heart, and the eyes of the 
soul can perceive divine things. God is seen by those who can 
see him, when they open the eyes of their soul. All men have 
eyes, but the eyes of some are blinded, that they cannot see the 
light of the sun. But the sun does not cease to shine, because 
they are blind, they must ascribe it to their blindness that they 
cannot see. ‘This is thy case, OQ man! The eyes of thy soul are 
darkened by sin, even by thy sinful actions. Like a bright 
mirror, man must have a puresoul. If there be any rust on the 
mirror, man cannot see the reflection of his countenance in it; 
likewise if there be any sin in man, he cannot see God. There- 
fore first examine thyself, whether thou be not an adulterer, 
fornicator, thief, robber, etc., for thy crimes prevent thee from 
perceiving God.” Comp. Clem. of Alex. Ped. 11. 1. p. 250.: 
᾿Ἑαυτὸν γάρ τις ἐὼν γνῴη, Θεὺν εἴσεται. Minuc. Fel. c. 32.: Ubique 
non tantum nobis proximus, sed infusus est (Deus.) Non tantum 
sub illo agimus; sed et cum illo prope dixerim, vivimus. 

®) Theophil. ad Autol. 5.: ‘* When we see a vessel spreading 
her canvas, and majestically riding on the billows of the stormy 
sea, we conclude that she has a pilot on board; thus from the 
regular course of the planets, the rich variety of creatures, we 
infer the existence of the Creator.” Clem. of Alex. (comp. n. 
4.) Minuc. Fel. c. 82. Imo ex hoc Deum credimus, quod eum 
sentire possumus, videre non possumus. In operibus enim ejus 
et in mundi omnibus motibus virtutem ejus semper preesentem 
adspicimus, quum tonat, fulgarat, fulminat, quum serenat etc. 
Comp. c. 18: Quod si ingressus aliquam domum omnia exculta, 


THE UNITY OF GOD. 93 


disposita, ornata vidisses, utique praesse ei crederes dominum, 
et illis bonis rebus multo esse meliorem: itain hac mundidomo, 
quum ccelum terramque perspicias, providentiam, ordinem, le- 
gem, crede esse universitatis dominum parentemque, ipsis side- 
ribus et totius mundi partibus pulchriorem. Novat. ab init. 

) Clem. of Alex. Strom. v. 12. p. 695.: Nai μὴν ὁ δυσμεταχειρισ- 
τότατος περὶ Θεοῦ λόγος οὗτός ἐστιν. ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἀρχὴ παντὴς πράγματος δυσεύτε- 
ρος, πάντως TOU ἡ πρώτη καὶ πρεσβυτάτη Hox δύσδεικτος, ἥτις καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις 
ἅπασιν αἰτία τοῦ γενέσγαι x τ. A. 10. in Calce et 696 : ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ ἐπιστήμῃ 
λαμβάνεται τῇ 
ται" τοῦ δὲ ἀγεννήτου οὐδὲν προύπάρχει. λείπεται δὴ Δείῳ χάριτι καὶ μόνῳ τῷ 
παρ᾿ αὐτοῦ λόγῳ τὸ ἄγνωστον wei. Strom. iv. 20. Ῥ. 635.2 ὁ μὲν οὖν 
Θεὸς ἀναπόδεικτος ὦν, οὔκ ἐστιν ἐπιστημονιχὸς. ὁ δὲ υἱὸς σοφία τε ἐστὶ καὶ ἐπισ- 
τήμη x τ᾿ δ. Likewise Origen, contra Cels. vii. 42. (Opp. T. 1. 
p- 725.) maintains in reference to the saying of Plato, that it 
is difficult to find God: Ἡμεῖς δὲ ἀποφαινόμεα, ὅτι οὐκ αὐτάρκης ἡ ἀν- 
ρωπίνη φύσις ὁπωσποτανοῦν ζητῆσαι τὸν Sedv, καὶ εὑρεῖν αὐτὸν καθαρῶς, μὴ 
βοηϑηδϑεῖσα ὑπὸ τοῦ ζητουμένου" εὑρισκομένου τοῖς ὁμολογοῦσι werd τὸ παρ᾽ αὐ- 
τοὺς ποιεῖν, ὅτι δέονται αὐτοῦ, ἐμφανίζοντος ἑαυτὸν οἷς ἂν κρίνῃ εὔλογον εἶναι 


ὀφϑῆναι, ὡς πέφυχε ϑεὸς μὲν οἰν)δρώπῳ γινώσκεσϑαι, αἀν)ρώπου δὲ ψυχὴ ἔτσι οὔσο, 


~ ει ’ ’΄᾽ ’ 
αἀποδειχτικῇ" αὕτη γὰρ ἐκ προτέρων καὶ γνωριινωτέρων συνίστα- 


ἐν σώματι γιγνώσκειν τὸν “)εόν. 


§ 36: 
THE UNITY OF GOD. 


Since Christianity adopted the doctrine of One God 
as taught in the Old Testament, it became necessary that 
it should defend it not only against the polytheism of 
heathen nations, but also against the Gnostic doctrine of 
two supreme beings (dualism, ) and the theory of emana- 
tion.1-) Regarding the dualistic notions of the Gnostics 
we may remark that they were evidently borrowed from 
paganism. Some proved the necessity of the unity of 
God, though not in the ablest manner, from the relations 
of space,(?) or even from analogies in the rational, and 
irrational creations.?:) The more profound thinkers 
however were well aware, that it is not sufficient to de- 
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monstrate the mere numerical unity of the Divine Being, 
and accordingly placed the transcendental unity far above 
the mathematical monas.“? 


“. Both the hypothesis of the existence of a δημιουργὸς, ἄρχων 
Jaldabaoth etc. who is subordinate to the Supreme God (és 
ἀκατονόμαστος, βυλός,) and the dividing of the One God into nu- 
merous acons, are contrary to monotheism. On the more fully 
developed systems of Basilides and Valentine comp. Irenzus, 
Clem. of Alexandria, and the works quoted § 23. 

®) To this class belongs the proof adduced by Athenagoras 
legat. pro Christianis, c. 8: “If there had been two or three 
gods from the commencement, they would either be at one and 
the same place, or each would occupy a separate space. They 
cannot exist at one and the same place, for if they be gods, they 
cannot be equal (accordingly they must exclude each other.) 
Only the created is equal to its pattern, but not the uncreated, 
for it does not proceed from anything, neither is it formed after 
any model, Butas the hand, the eye, and the foot are different 
members of one body, as they conjointly compose that body, so 
God is but one God. Socrates is a compound being, as he is 
made, and subject to change, but God who is uncreated, and 
ean neither be divided, nor acted upon by another being, can- 
not consist of parts. But if each god were supposed to occupy 
a separate space, what place could we assign to the other god, or 
the other gods, seeing that Godis above the world, and round about 
all things ? For as the world is round, and God surrounds all 
beings, where would yet be room for any of the other gods ? 
For such a god cannot be in the world, because it belongs to 
another ; no more can he surround the world, for the Creator 
of the world, even God, surrounds it. But if he can be neither 
in the world, nor around it (for the true God occupies the whole | 
Space around it) where can he be? Perhaps above the world, 
and above God ? in another world ? or around another world ? 
But if he exists ὧν another world, and around another world, he 
does not exist for us, and does not govern our world, and his 
power therefore is not very great, for then he is confined with- 
in certain boundaries. But as he exists neither ὧν another 
world (for God himself fills the whole universe ;) nor around 
another world (for God surrounds the universe) it follows that ἡ 
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he does not exist at all, since there is nothing in which he could 
exist.” 

(3) Minuc. Fel. ο. 18.: Quando unquam regni societas aut 
cum fide ccepit, aut sine cruore desit? Omitto Persas de 
equorum hinnitu augurantes principatum, et Thebanorum par, 
mortuam fabulam transeo; ob pastorum et case regnum de 
geminis memoria notissima est; generi et soceri bella toto orbe 
diffusa sunt, et tam magniimperii duos fortuna non cepit. Vide 
cetera : rex unus apibus, dux unus in gregibus, in armentis rector 
unus. Tuin celo summam potestatem dividi credas, et scindi 
veri illius ac divini imperil potestatem Ὁ quum palam sit, pa- 
rentem omnium Deum nec principium habere nec terminum 
etc. comp. Cyprian de idolorum vanitate, p. 14. 

(4) Clem. Pad. i. 8. p. 140: ἕν δὲ ὁ Θεὸς, καὶ ἐπέκεινα τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ 
ὑπὲρ αὐτὴν μονάδα. Along with the idea of the unity of God Origen 
speaks of the more metaphysical idea of his stmplicity, de prine. 
i. 1. 6. Opp. T.1. p. 51: Non ergo aut corpus aliquid, aut om 
corpore esse putandus est Deus, sed intellectualis natura sim- 
plex, nihil omnino adjunctionis admittens, uti ne majus aliquid 
et inferius in se habere credatur, sed ut sit, et omni parte μονὰς 
et ut ita dicam ἑνὸς et mens et fons, ex quo initium totius intel- 
lectualis. nature vel mentis est. [Comp. also Bennett, 1, ὁ. p. 
111—116. | 


§ 37. 


GOD AS A BEING WHICH MAY BE COMPREHENDED, KNOWN, 
AND NAMED. 


The idea of a revealed religion implied that so much of 
the nature of God should be made manifest to man, as 
would be necessary to the knowledge of salvation; the 
church therefore has ever cultivated the λόγος περὶ Θεοῦ 
(theology.) On the other hand, the insufficiency of 
human ideas was always acknowledged Cin opposition to 
the pride of speculation), and the character of the Di- 
vine Being was admitted to be past finding out; some 
even entertained doubts about the propriety of giving 
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God any name. Much of what the church designated 
by the term mystery (sacrament), is founded partly on 
a sense of the insufficiency of our ideas, and the inapti- 
tude of our language, and partly on the necessity of em- 
ploying certain ideas and expressions, to communicate 
our religious thoughts and opinions. 


When the martyr Attalus, in the persecution of the Gallican 
Christians under Marcus Aurelius, was asked by his judges, what 
the name of God was, he replied: ὁ θεὸς dvoma ob ἔχει ὡς ἄνθρωπος, 
Euseb. v. 1. (edit. Heinichen T. 11. p. 29, comp. the note.) Such 
was also the opinion of Justin M., Apology 11. 6; whatever name 
may be given to God, he who has given a name to a thing, must 
always be anterior to it. He therefore draws a distinction be- 
tween appellatives (προςρήσεις) and names (ὀνόματοα,) The predicates 
πατὴρ, θεὸς, κύριος, δεσπότης, are Only appellatives. God is not only 
above all names, but also above all existence, (ἐπέκεινω τῆς οὐσίας) 
comp. dial. cum Tryph.c. 3. in reference to Plato. Zheoph. 
ad Autol. 1.3: ἄκουε, ὦ ἄνθρωπε, τὸ μὲν εἶδος τοῦ θεοῦ, ἄῤῥητον καὶ ἀνέκῷ- 
ραστον, καὶ μὴ δυνάμενον ὀφϑαλμοῖς σαρκίνοις: ὁρα)ῆναι" δόξῃ γάρ ἐστιν ἀχώρητος, 
μεγέϑει ἀκατάληπτος, ὕψει ἀπερινόητος, loyur ἀσύγκριτος, σοφίῳ ἀσυμβίβαστος, 
ayasoolvy ἀμίμητος, καλοποιίΐῳ ἀνεκδιήγητος" εἰ γάρ φῶς αὐτὸν εἴπω, 
ποίημα αὐτοῦ λέγω" εἰ λόγον εἴπω, ἀρχὴν αὐτοῦ λέγω" (comp. the note 
to this passage by Maran) νοῦν ἐὰν εἴπω, φρόνησιν αὐτοῦ λέγω" πνεῦμα 
ἐὰν εἴπω, ἀναπνοὴν αὐτοῦ λέγω" σοφίαν ἐὰν εἴπω, γέννημω αὐτοῦ λέγω" 
ἡσχὺν ἐὰν εἴπω, κράτος αὐτοῦ λέγω" πρόνοιαν ἐὰν εἴπω, ἀγοαδ)οσύνην αὐτοῦ 
λέγω" βασιλείαν ἐὰν εἴπω, δόξαν αὐτοῦ λέγω" κύριον ἐὰν εἴπω, κριτὴν αὐτὸν λέγω: 
κριτὴν ἐὰν εἴπω, δίκαιον αὐτὸν λέγω" πατέρα ἐὰν εἴπω, τὰ πάντα αὐτὸν λέγω" 
πῦρ ἐὰν εἴπω, τὴν ἀρχὴν αὐτοῦ λέγω κ. τ. A. ΘΟΙΏΡ. 1: 5: εἰ γὰρ τῷ ἡλίῳ 
ἐλαχίστῳ ὄντι στοιχείῳ οὐ δύναται ἄνδρωπος ἀτενίσαι διὰ τὴν ὑπερβάλλουσαν 
ϑέρμην καὶ δύναμιν, πῶς οὐχὶ μᾶλλον τῇ τοῦ S200 δόξῃ ἀνεκφράστῳ οὔσῃ ἄνϑρω- 
mos Sunris οὐ δύναται avrwajou;—Minuc. Fel. c. 18: Hic (Deus) 
nec videri potest, visu clarior est, nec comprehendi, tactu 
purior est, nec sestimari, sensibus major est, infinitus, im- 
mensus et soli sibi tantus quantus est, notus, nobis vero 
ad intellectum pectus angustum est, et ideo sic eum digne 
zstimamus, dum inestimabilem dicimus. Eloquar, quemad- 
modum sentio: magnitudinem Dei, qui se putat nosse, minuit, 
qui non vult minuere, non novit. Nec nomen Deo queras: 


DEUS nomen est! Illic vocabulis opus est, quum per singulos 
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propriis appellationum insignibus multitudo dirimenda est. 
Deo, qui solus est, Dei vocabulum totum est. Quem si patrem 
dixero, terrenum opineris ; si regem, carnalem suspiceris, si do- 
minum, intelliges utique mortalem. Aufer additamenta nom1- 
num, et perspicies ejus claritatem. Clement of Alexandria shows 
very distinctly, Strom. vii. p. 689, that we can attain to a clear 
perception of God only by laying aside δύ ἀναλύσεως all finite 
ideas of the Divine nature, till at last nothing but the abstract 
idea of unity remains. But lest we should content ourselves 
with the mere negation, we must throw ourselves (ἀτοῤῥίψνωμεν 
ἑαυτοὺς) into the greatness of Christ, in whom the glory of God 
was manifest, in order to obtain thus in some way or other 
(ὠμηγέπη) the knowledge of God, (ὦ. ¢. in a practico-religious 
manner, not by speculation); for even then we learn only what 

God is not, not what he is, (that is to say, if we speak of absolute, 
perfect knowledge.) Comp. also the 12th and 13th chapters of 
the 5th book from p. 692; in particular p. 695. and ο. 1. p. 
647. : δῆλον γὰρ μηδένα δύνασθαι παρὼ τὸν τῆς ζωῆς “χρόνον τὸν θεὸν ἐναργῶς 
καταλαβέσθαι, he therefore gives the advice, ibid. p. 651: Τὸν δὲ ἄρα 
ζητεῖν περὶ θεοῦ ἂν μὴ εἰς ἔριν, ἀλλὰ εἰς εὕρεσιν τείνῃ, σωτήριόν ἐστι. Origen 
contra Celsum, vi. 65. Opp. T.i. p. 681. and de prine. i. 1. 5. p. 50: 
Dicimus secundum veritatem, Deum incomprehensibilem esse 
atque inestimabilem. Si quid enim illud est, quod sentire vel 
intelligere de Deo potuerimus, multis longe modis eum melio- 
rem esse ab eo quod sensimus necesse est credere. “ΔΒ much 
as the brightness of the sun exceeds the dim light of a lantern, 
so much the glory of God surpasses our idea of it.” Likewise 
Novatian says, de trinit. c. 2: De hoc ergo ac de eis que sunt 
ipsius, et in co sunt, nec mens hominis que sint, quanta sint et 
qualia sint, digne concipere potest, nec eloquentia sermonis hu- 
mani equabilem majestati ejus virtutem sermonis expromit. Ad 
cogitandam enim et ad eloquendam illius majestatem et eloquen- 
tia omnis merito muta est et mens omnis exigua est: major est 
enim mente ipsa, nec cogitari possit quantus sit: ne si potucrit 
cogitari, mente humana minor sit, qua concipi possit. Major est 
quoque omni sermone, nec edici possit: ne si potuerit edici, hu- 
mano sermone minor sit, quo quum edicitur, et circumiri et col- 
ligi possit. Quidquid enim de illo cogitatum fuerit, minus 
ipso erit, et quidquid enunciatum fuerit, minus illo com- 
paratum circum ipsum erit. Sentire enim illum taciti ali- 
quatenus possumus, ut autem ipse est, sermone explicare non 
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possumus, Sive enim illum dixeris lucem, creaturam ipsius ma- 
gis quam ipsum dixeris, etc... . Quidquid omnino de illo retu- 
leris, rem aliquam ipsius magis et virtutem quam ipsum expli- 
caveris. Quid enim de eo condigne aut dicas aut sentias, qui 
omnibus et sermonibus majer est? ete. This Christian scho- 
lasticism which pervades the first period, forms a striking con- 


trast with the modern confidence of old and new scholastic mode 
and art ! 


> “Ὁ 
5. 38. 
IDEALISM AND ANTHROPOMORPHISM.—CORPOREITY OF GOD. 


The educated mind, desirous of removing from the na- 
ture of God as much as possible every thing that could 
remind us of the finite or compound, sometimes takes 
offence even at the idea of the substantiality of God, 
from fear of reducing him to the level of created beings. 
-At the same time it is possible, so to refine our concep- 
tions of the Deity, as to resolve it into a mere abstract 
negation. In opposition to this idealizing tendency pious 
souls soon manifested the desire of possessing a real God | 
for the world, for man, and for the human heart; and 
the bold and figurative language which they employed, 
as well as the symbolical and anthropomorphitic expres- 
sions which they appled to the Divine Being, amply 
compensated for what the notion of God had lost in the 
way of negation. Both these tendencies, which claim 
alike the consideration of thinking men, and have engaged 
the attention of philosophers in all ages,() have their re- 
spective representatives in the first period of the history 
of doctrines. On the one hand the Alexandrian school, 
and Origen in particular, endeavour to remove from God 
every thing that could give rise to carnal ideas concer- 
ning his nature.@) On the other hand Tertullian insists 
so much on the idea of the substantiality of God, that he 
confounds it with his corporeity, though it must be ad- 
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mitted that he does not ascribe to him a gross, material 
body like that of man,© 


4 


(.) On this subject even the ancient philosophers entertained 
different opinions. The popular, polytheistic form of religion 
was founded on anthropomorphism. Xenophanes of Colophon, 
the founder of the Eleatic school, endeavoured to combat poly- 


theism as well as anthropomorphism. Comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. 
ν, 14. p. 714: 


Bis Sebo ἕν τε ϑειοῖσι καὶ ἀνηρώποισι μέγιστος, 
” 7 “εὐ e see 2 §\ , 
Ov τι δέμας ϑνητοῖσιν Gwolios οὐδὲ νόημα κ. τ. A. 


and Strom. vii. 4. p. 841, and the other passages in Preller, hist. 
phil. graeco-rom. Hamb. 1838, Ritter, i. p. 450. [English 
translat. by Morrison, i. p. 480.] Schleiermacher, p. 60. The 
Hpicureans (though it is doubtful whether Epicurus himself 
seriously meant to teach this doctrine) imagined that the gods 
possessed a quasi human form, but without the wants of men, 
and were unconcerned about their sufferings and pleasures. 
Thus they retained only what is vain in anthropomorphism, and 
lost sight of its more profound signification (the human relation 
of God to man.) Comp. Cic. de Natura Deorum, 1. 8—21. 
Reinhold, i. p. 404, note. Ritter, iii. 490. [Engl]. transl. ii. 
442.|—Different views were adopted by the Stoics, who repre- 
sented God as the vital force and reason which govern the uni- 
verse ; but though they avoided anthropomorphitic notions, they 
regarded him as clothed in an etherial robe. Cic. de Nat. D. 1]. 
24. Ritter, 11, p. 576. [English translation, 111. p. 520 flwg.] 
ὦ) Clement opposes anthropomorphism in different places: 
Most men talk and judge of God from their own limited point 
of view, as if cockles and oysters were to reason out of their 
narrow shells, and the hedgehog out of his own self. Strom. v 
11. p. 687. comp. vii. 5. p. 845. ¢. 7. p. 852.53: ὅλος ἀκοὴ καὶ ὅλος 
ὑφ)αλμὸς, ἵνα τις τούτοις χρήσηται τοῖς ὀνόμασιν, ὁ Θεός. nay ὅλου roivuy 
οὐδεμίαν σώζει Φεοσέβειαν, οὔτε ἐν. ὕμνοις οὔτε ἐν λόγοις, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ ἐν 
yeapauts ἢ ὌΠ Φ ἡ μὴ πρέπουσα περὶ τοῦ Θεοῦ ὑπόληψις, GAN εἰς ταπεινὰς 
καὶ εἀἰσχήμονας ἐχτρεπομένη ἐννοίας σε HO VT ονοίως" ὅϑεν 7 4 σῶν TOA λῶν εὐφημία 
δυσφημίας οὐδὲν διαφέρει διὰ τὴν τῆς ἀληδείας ἄγνοιαν % τ᾿ A. (ON prayer:) 
Origen begins his work περὶ ἀρχῶν immediately after the procem. 
with objections to anthropomorphitic or material ideas of God : 
“1 know that many appeal even to Scripture in proof of their 
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assertion that God is a corporeal being; because they find in 
the writings of Moses that he is called a consuming fire, and 
read in the gospel of John‘that he is a Spirit (πνεμῦα.) They 
cannot think of fire and spirit but as something corporeal. I 
should like to ask these persons what they say of the passage in 
1 John i.5: “ Godis light?” Heis a light to englighten those 
who seek the truth, (Ps. xxxvi. 9); for “ the light of God” is 
nothing more than his Divine power, by means of which he who 
is enlightened perceives truth in all things, and apprehends God 
himself as the truth. In this sense we must understand the 
phrase : in thy light we shall see light, 7. e. in the Logos, in the 
wisdom which is thy Son, we see thee, the Father. Is it then 
necessary to suppose that God resembles the sun-light, because 
he is called light? Can any sensible meaning be attached to 
the idea, that knowledge and wisdom have their source in cor- 
poreal light ?” But the spiritualizing tendency of Origen led 
him frequently so to explain even the more profound sayings 
of Scripture, as to leave nothing but a mere abstract idea. No- 
vatian also expresses himself in very strong and decided terms 
against anthropomorphism; de trin. c. 6: Non intra hec nostri 
corporis lineamenta modum aut figuram divins majestatis in- 
cludimus....Ipse totus oculus, quia totus videt, totus auris, 
quia totus audit. Even the definition, that God is a spirit, has 
according to him only a relative validity. Illud quod dicit Do- 
minus (John iv.) spiritum Deum, puto ego sic locutum Christum 
de patre, ut adhuc aliquid plus intelligi velit quam spiritum 
Deum. He thinks that this is only figurative language, as it 1s 
said elsewhere, God 1s light, ete. omnis enim spiritus creatura 
est. 

6) The first Christian writer who is said to have ascribed a 
body to the Deity, is Melito of Sardis in his treatise tg! ἐνσωμάτου 
Jot which is no longer extant, comp. Orig. comment. in Genes. 
Opp. T. i, p. 25. Euseb. iv. 26, and Heinichen on that passage. 
Gennad. de dogm. eccles. c. 4. and Piper, uber Melito, in the 
. theologische Studien und Kritiken, 1838, 1. p. 71, where a similar 
view is cited from the Clementine Homilies. [ Burton, E., Tes- 
timonies of the Anti-Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of Christ, 
etc. (Works, u.) p. 64.] It is more certain that Tertullian as- 
cribed to God (and so also to the soul) a body which he did not 
however represent as a human body, but as the necessary form 
of all existence, (comp. Schleiermacher, Geschichte der Philoso- 
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phie, p. 165), de carne Christi, ο. 11: Ne esse quidem potest, 
nisi habens per quod sit. Cum autem (anima) sit, habeat ne- 
cesse est aliquid per quod sit. Si habet aliquid per quod est, 
hoe erit corpus ejus. Omne quod est, corpus est sui gene- 
ris. Nihil est incorporale, nisi quod non est. Advers. 
Praxeam, c. 7: Quis enim negabit Deum corpus esse, etsi 
Deus spiritus est? Spiritus enim corpus sul generis in sua 
effigie. Sed et invisibilia illa quecunque sunt, habent apud 
Deum et suum corpus et suam formam, per que soli Deo visibi- 
lia sunt; quanto magis quod ex ipsius substantia missum est, 
sine substantia non erit. Comp. Neander Antignosticus, p. 451. 
But Tertullian himself draws a definite distinction, which ex- 
cludes all grosser forms of anthropomorphism, between the Di- 
vine and the human corpus, advers. Mare. ii. 16: Discerne sub- 
stantias et suos cis distribue sensus, tam diversos, quam sub- 
stantie exigunt, licet vocabulis communicare videantur. Nam 
et dexteram et oculos et pedes Dei legimus, nec ideo tamen 
humanis comparabuntur, quia de appeilatione sociantur. Quanta 
erit diversitas divini corporis et humani, sub eisdem nominibus 
membrorum, tanta erit et animi divini et humani differentia, sub 
eisdem licet vocabulis sensuum, quos tam corruptorios efficit in 
homine corruptibilitas substantiz: humane, quam incorruptorias 
in Deo efficit incorruptibiitas substantiz divine. On the an- 
thropomorphism of Cyprian see Rettberg, p. 300. 


» Miunscher ed. by Coiln, i. p. 154, adduces this passage to show that Ter- 
tullian isjustly chargeable with real anthropomorphism. [Ὁ rather proves 
the contrary. It must also be borne in mind that the corporeity of God and 
anthropomorphism are by no means synonymous terms. It is possible to re- 
present God by way of anthropomorphism as a Spirit of very limited expanse, 
and bearing resemblance to the spirit of man, without ascribing to him a 
body. On the other hand the substantiality of God may be taken in so ab- 
stract a manner, as not to confound it with humanity and personality, (so the 
Stoics.) Tertullian combines both these modes of representation, but after 
all that has been said, it is the awkwardness of his style rather than his man- 
ner of thinking, that has brought him into disrepute. [This may be clearly 
seen from the following passage: ‘‘ Divine affections are ascribed to the 
Deity by means of figures borrowed from the human form, not as if he were 
indued with corporeal qualities: when eyes are ascribed to him, it denotes 
that he sees all things; when ears, that he hears all things; the speech de- 
notes the will; nostrils, the perception of prayer; hands, creation; arms, 
power ; feet, immensity ; for he has no members, and performs no office for 
which they are required, but executes all things by the sole act of his will. 
How can he require eyes, who is light itself? or feet, who is omnipresent ? 
How can he require hands, who is the silent creator of all things? ora 
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a Og 
§ 39, 
THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


Neither the existence of God, as we have already seer, 
nor his attributes were from the first defined with 
scientific precision. The catholic church rather adopted 
the concrete idea of a personal God as propounded in 
the Old Test., though in a somewhat modified form.C 
But in course of time metaphysical ideas were borrowed 
from the schools of philosophers, and transferred to the 
God of the Christians, and it is not difficult to perceive 
how the views entertained on this subject by different 
writers would be more or less influenced by the different 
tendencies of these schools. Some connected their no- 
tions of the omnipresence of God with their conceptions 
of his corporeity, which fills the universe and displaces 
all other bodies ;(?) others maintained that he was exalt- 
ed above space, or that having destroyed space, he put 
himself in its room. The doctrine of omniscience was to 
some extent mixed up with anthropomorphitic ideas, and 
Origen himself limited this attribute of God, as well@) 
as that of his omnipotence.4) According to the spirit of 
Christianity, particular mention was made of the love and 
mercy of God, along with his justice.©) But it was to 
be expected that at times difficulties would arise respect- 
ing apparent contradictions which could be removed only 
by the taking of more comprehensive and elevated views. 
Thus it became possible, to reconcile on the one side the 
omniscience, (especially the foreknowledge) of God with 
his omnipotence and goodness,) and on the other side 
his justice with his love and merey.(7) 


tongue, to whom to think is to command? Those members are necessary to 
men, but not to God, inasmuch as the councils of men would be inefficacious 
unless his thoughts put his members in motion; but not to God, whose ope- 
rations follow his will without effort. Comp. He See W., in Kitto, Cyclop. 
of Bib]. Literat. art. Anthropomorphism. 


THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 103 


a) The catholic church preserved a right medium between 
the antijudaizing tendency of the Gnostics, who spoke of the 
demiurgus as a being that was either subordinate to the Supreme 
God, or stood in a hostile relation to him; and the judaizing 
tendency of the Ebionites, who retaining the rigid system of 
Judaism mistook the universal design of the Christian doctrine 
of God. But here, as elsewhere, we observe a wide difference 
between the theological opinions of the North-African, and those 
of the Alexandrian school. 

@) Comp. (ὃ 36. n. 2.) the passage cited from Athenagoras on 
the unity of God. Cyprian, de idol. vanit. p. 15, finds fault with 
the heathen because they attempt to confine the infinite God 
within the narrow walls of a temple, whilst he ubique totus dif- 
fusus est. This expression would lead us to suppose that in his 
view the Deity was a kind of substance which fills space. 

(Δ) Philo had previously identified God with absolute space,’ 
and taught that he alone can set bounds to his own existence ; 
comp. the passages bearing on this subject in the work of Dahne 
p. 281—284, and p. 193. 267 flwg. ; Theophilus ad Autol. ii. 3. 
also calls God his own space (αὐτὸς ἑαυτοῦ τόπος cory.) He justly 
confines the omnipresence of God not to his mere existence at 
every place at one and the same time, but considersit as his un- 
interrrupted activity which is known from his works, comp. i. 5. 
Clem. of Alex. Strom. 11. 2. p. 431.: οὐ γὰρ ἐν γνόφῳ ἢ τόπῳ ὁ Θεὺς, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὑπεράνω καὶ τόπου καὶ χρόνου καὶ τῆς τῶν γεγονότων ἰδιότητος" διὸ οὐδὲ 
ἐν μέρει καταγίνεταί ποτε, οὔτε περιέχων OUTE περιεχόμενος ἢ KATE ὁρισμόν τινα 
ἢ κατὰ aworouny—According to Origen God sustains and fills the 
world (which he thought to be an animate being) with his 
power, but he neither fills the universe with his presence, nor 
does he even move in it, comp. de prine. i. 1. ΟΡρ. 1. p. 77. For 
an explanation of popular and figurative expressions which re- 
present the Deity as occupying space, and convey the idea of a 
change of place, vide contra Cels. iv. 5. Opp. 1. p. 505. and 
comp. also p. 686. Concerning the expression that God may be 
all in all, see de prince. 11. 6. Opp. 1. p. 152. 153. 

(4) De prine. 11. 2. Opp. 1. p. 49. Origen proves that the world 
is finite, because God could not comprehend it, if it were infinite ; 
for that only may be understood which has a beginning. But 
it were impious to say, that there is any thing which God does 
not comprehend. Comp. with this the much simpler view of 
Clement Strom. vi. 17. p. 821.: ὁ γάρ roi Θεὺς πάντα οἶδεν, οὐ μόγον τὼ 
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ὄντα, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰ ἐσόμενα καὶ ὡς ἔσται ἕκαστον: τάς τε ἐπὶ μέρους κινήσεις 
προρρῶν πάντ᾽ ἐφορᾷ καὶ πάντ᾽ ἐπακούει, γυμνὴν towdey τὴν ψυχὴν βλέπων, καὶ 
τὴν ἐπίνοιαν THY ἐχάστου τῆς nara μέρος ἔχει Os αἰῶνος" καὶ ὃπερ ἐπὶ τῶν 
ϑεάτρων γίνεται, καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἑκάστου μερῶν, κατοὼ τὴν ἐνόρασίν τε καὶ περιόρωσιν 
καὶ συνόρασιν, τοῦτο ἐπὶ τοῦ Θεοῦ γίνεται. ἀδρόως τε yao πάντα καὶ ἕκαστον ἐν 
μέρει IMIG προσβολῇ σπροσβλέπει. 

(ὁ) Origen de prince. i. 6. 9. p. 97 : ἐν τῇ ἐπινοουμένῃ ἄρχῇ τοσοῦτον 
ἀριμὸν τῷ βυυλήματι αὐτοῦ ὑποστῆσα; τὸν “δεὸν νοερῶν οὐσιῶν, ὅσον ἠδύνατο 
διωρκέσαι" πεπερασμένην γὰρ εἶναι καὶ τὴν δύναμιν τοῦ Δεοῦ λεκτέον κ, τ. A. 
But in other places Origen expresses himself in a very appro- 
priate and dignified manner concerning the Divine omnipotence ; 
contra Cels. v. Opp. i. p. 595. he shows that God can do all 
things, but does nothing which is contrary to nature (παρὸ φύσιν,) 
εὖτε τὰ ἀπὸ κακὶας, οὔτε τὼ ἀλόγως γενόμενα. 

(6) It would be superfluous to cite passages which speak in 
general terms of the Divine love and mercy. But the idea of 
Clement of Alexandria is worthy of notice, which was evidently 
borrowed from the Gnostic doctrine of an ἀῤῥενόδηλυς : he thinks 
that the compassion of God presents the female aspect of his 
character, quis diy. salv. p. 956., and finds something analogous 
in the Old Test., Is. xlix. 15. Comp. Neander’s gnostische Sys- 
teme, p. 209. 

7) Origenes contra Cels. ii. Opp. i. p. 405. Comment. in Gen. 
Opp. ii. p. 10.11. For more particulars comp. the doctrine of 
human liberty, § 57. 

(3) Another point of distinction between the Gnostics and or- - 
thodox Christians was, that the former did not know how to re- 
concile the equity of God which inflicts punishment, with that 
other attribute which passes by transgressions, and redeems from - 
sin; on this account they thought themselves compelled to se- 
parate the just God ofthe Old Test. from the loving Father of the 
Christians (so Marcion.) In opposition to this ill-founded dis- 
tinction Ireneeus, Tertullian, Clement, Origen ete. insist parti- 
cularly on the penal justice of God, and show that it can very 
well be reconciled with his love. According to Irenezeus, ady. 
her. v. 27. penalty does not consist in anything positive which 
comes from God, but in the separation of the sinner from God. 
God does not punish προηγητικῶς, but emancrovsovsns or ἐκείνης (τῆς 
ἁμαρτίας) τῆς κολάσεως. Tertullian on the contrary considers the 
penal justice of God to be based on the legal principle of the 
inyiolableness of the law, and distinguishes between true love 
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and benevolent weakness, comp. contra Marc. 1. 25. 26. i. 13. 
14. 16. (negabimus Deum, in quo non omnia, que Deo digna 
sint, constent) ; in his opinion the anger of God depends on love 
itself. Accordingly he draws a distinction between malis sup- 
plicii 5. peene and malis culpe s. peccati. God is the author 
only of the former; the devil is the author of the latter. To 
defend himself against the charge of anthropomorphism he 
says: Stultissimi, qui de humanis divina prejudicant, ut quoni- 
am in homine corruptorie conditionis habentur hujusmodi 
passiones, idcirco et in Deo ejusdem status existimentur, etc. 
Clement of Alexandria adopts partly the same view, Strom. iv. 
24. p. 634.; but in enumerating the causes which induce God 
to inflict penalties, he speaks of the legal principle as being the 
last. The principal design of the divine punishments seems to 
him, to make men better, and to warn and restrain others from 
the commission of sin. Comp. Ped. 1. ὃ, p. 40. This is dis- 
tinctly set forth Strom. vii. p. 895: AAW ὡς πρὸς τοῦ διδασκάλου ἢ τοῦ 
πατρὸς οἱ παῖδες, οὕτως ἡμεῖς πρὸς τῆς προνοίας κολαζόμεγα. Θεὸς OF οὐ τιμω- 
ρεῖται" ἐστι γοὶρ ἡ τιμωρία κακοῦ ἀνταπόδοσις" χολάζοι μέν TOI πρὸς τὸ χρήσι- 
μον καὶ κοινῇ καὶ ἰδιᾷ τοῖς κολαζομένοις.᾿ Origen refutes at great length 
the objections of the Gnostics, de prince. 11. 5. Opp. t. 1. p. 102., 
by proving that their distinction between ‘“ benevolent,” and 
“just,” is altogether untenable, and showing that the Divine 
penalties are inflicted by a kind father, and wise physician ; at the 
same time he applies the allegorical interpretation to those pas- 
sages of the Old Test. which speak by way of anthropomorphism 
of the wrath and vengeance of God; comp. also contra (615, iv, 
71. 72. p. 556. (comp. however § 48.) 


8. 40. 


- THE DOCTRINE OF THE LOGOS. 


a. Traces of it in the period before the Christian era, and 
in Jewish and Gentile systems of religion and philo- 


sophy. 


*Lucke, geschichtliche Erérterung der Logosidee in his Commentar tiber 
᾿ das Evangelium Joh. i. vol. p. 205 flwg. [Tholuck, Commentar zum 
Evang. Joh. ch. i. Die Logoslehre. 6% ed. p. 52 flwg.] *Dorner, Ent- 
wickelungsgeschichte der Christologie, Stuttg. 1839. p. 4-34. Bohlen 
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das alte Indien mit besonderer Riucksicht auf Aegypten. il. Konigsb. 
1830. i. p. 201 flwg. Stuhr, die Religionssysteme der heidnischen 
“Volker des Orients, 8. 99 flwg. Hlewker, Zendavesta im Kleinen. vol. 
ii. p. lflwg. *Bdumlein, Versuch die Bedeuteung des johann. Logos 
aus den Religionssystemen des Orients zu entwickeln. [Hdstlin, der 
Lehrbegriff des Evang. und der Briefe Joh. und die verwandten neutes- 
tamentlichen Lehrbegriffe. Berlin 1843. Burton, #., the Bampton 
Lecture on the Heresies of the Apostolic Age, Lect. vii. Comp. also 
Pye Smith, Scripture Testimony to the Messiah, 3° edit. 1, 522-529. ii, 
415. 432 et passim. ] 


The difficulty which men experienced in thinking of 
God as a being purely spiritual and exalted above every 
finite object, was considerably increased when they view- 
ed him at the same time in the relation which he sustains 
to the finite creation. It became necessary with the in- 
creasing culture of the human mind to form the idea of 
a medium Corgan) by which God creates and governs the 
world, and manifests himself init. This mediam was 
supposed on the one side to have its existence in the Di- 
vine nature itself, and to stand in a most intimate connec- 
tion with it, and on the other to be somehow or other 
distinct from it. In order to ascertain the origin of this 
idea, we need not go either to oriental sources, the wis- 
dom of India and the religion of Zend, or to the occi- 
dental systems of philosophy, and that of Plato in parti- 
cular.?) We may trace it in the more definite and con- 
erete form which at the time when the apocryphal writ- 
ings were composed, was given to the personifications of 
the Divine word, and the Divine wisdom found in the 
Old Test.@) Τὸ may be further traced in the doctrine of 
Philo concerning the Logos,“ and in some other notions 
which were then current.) But all these were only so 
many scattered seeds which Christianity was designed to 
quicken and make fruitful. 


(1) ἐς Tt is easy to see that the Christian idea cannot be ex- 
plained by an appeal to the Indian religion.” Dorner, p. 7, but 
this is more true concerning the doctrine of the Godman, than 
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that of the Logos in general, of which there is at least an ana- 
logy in the Trimurti. 


Brahma Vishnoo Seeva (Kala) 
Sun (Light) Water (Air ?) Fire 

Creator  Preserver (progressive developement) Destroyer 
Power Wisdom Justice 

Past Present T'uture 
Matter Space Time 


Comp. Bohlen and Stuhr, 1. c. Among the Egyptians we find 
the following corresponding with these deities 
Brahma = Phtha 
Vishnoo = Kneph 
Seeva = Neith 


The word by which Brahma created the world, is Om (Oum), 
s. Bohlen i. p. 159 flwg. 212. In the system of Zoroaster the 
word Honover is represented as that by which the world was 


created, and as the most immediate revelation of the god Or- 


muzd, 5. Kleuker 1. ὁ. and Stuhr, i. p. 370. 371. [Burton, 1. ο. 
Lect. 11. p. 44-48.] 

(5) The relation in which Plato (especially in Timeeus) ima- 
gined God to stand to the creating νοῦς, presents only a remote 
analogy ; likewise the passage bearing on the λόγος from Epin- 
omis, p. 986, which Euseb. Prep. evang. xi. 16. pretends to 
quote from Epimenides, given by De Wette, biblische Dogmatik 
§ 157. Comp. Tennemann, das platonische Philosophem vom 
gottlichen Verstande, in Paulus Memorabilien Stiick i. and in 
his System der platonischen Philosophy, vol. iii. p. 149 flwg. 
174 flwg. and Béckh, uber die Bildung der Weltseele im Tim- 
zeus des Plato (in Daub und Creuzer’s Studien, vol. i. p. 1 
flwg.) [Burton, 1. c. Lect. vii. and note 90 in particular. | 

8.) The oldest form of revelation which we find in the Old 
Test. is the direct Theophany, which however could suffice 
only for the age of childhood. In later times God speaks to 
his people in general, or to individuals sometimes by angels, 
sometimes by human mediators (Moses and the prophets.) But 
the intercourse of God with the prophets is carried on by the 
medium of the word of the Lord, 737 "27 which descends 
upon them. This λόγος (ῥῆμα τοῦ ϑεοῦ, τοῦ κυρίου) is poetically per- 
sonified in several places; Ps. cxlvii. 15; Is. ly. 11; in an in- 
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ferior degree, Ps. xxxiii. 4; cxix. 89, 104, 105: Is. xl. 8; Jer. 
xxi. 29; comp. Liicke, 1. ὁ. p. 215. 216. Like the word, so 
the wisdom of God (MYDN, σοφία) is personified: Job xxviii. 


12. 28, and in very significant terms, Prov. ch. viii. and ix. 
On 232 (Prov. vii. 22.) and the signification of POX (vi. 30.) 
comp. Umbreit’s Comment. Ρ. 102. 106; on the personification 
of wisdom in the apocryphal writings (Sir.i. 4. 24; Baruchiu. 15 
flwg. iv. 1; Wisdom, vi, 22. to ch. ix.) see Liicke,1 ὁ. p. 221 flwg. 
and Bretschneider, systematische Darstellung der Dogmatik der. 
Apokryphen. Leipsig 1805. p. 191 flwg. The strongest ex- 
ample of personification is in the Book of Wisdom, so that it is 
difficult to define exactly the distinction hetween personification 
and the hypostasis, properly so called{ especially ch. vu. 22, 
flwg. On the relation of this hypostasis to that of Philo vide 
Liucke, l. ¢. 

(4) Plato distinguishes the simple ὃν from the λόγος τοῦ ὄντος, 
which is superior to the δυνάμεις, λόγοι, ἄγγελο, This Logos of 
Philo is also called δεύτερος Sedg, or simply Θεὸς, but without the 
article ; υδὸς πρεσβύτερος, υἱὸς μονογενὴ ς, εἰκὼν τοῦ Yeod, δόξα τοῦ ϑεοῦ, σοφία, 
ἐπιστήμη τοῦ Seo. God created the world by the Logos, he is the 
mediator between God and men, the παρακλήτης ἀρ σιερεύς. Comp. 
the passages in De Wette, biblische Dogmatik, ὃ 156. Dahne, 
p- 202 fiwg. Bretschneider, 1. c p. 267. Lticke, Comment. 
zum Joh. i. p. 243. “ Philo did not invent and first propagate 
either the doctrine of the Logos, or the Jewish gnosis in general. 
But his merit or demerit in their further developement and 
spread, especially in the Greek language, cannot be denied.” 
[ Burton, 1. ὁ. Lect. vu. p. 215. and note 93. | 

©) Traces of the doctrine of the Logos are also found in the 
Samaritan theology, and in the writings of Onkelos and Jona- 
than, comp. Lucke, lc. p. 244. Concerning the Adam Kadmon 
of the Cabbalists vide Bretschneider, 1. ὁ. p. 233. 235. Baur, 
Gnosis, p. 332. De Wette biblische Dogmatik ὃ 157. [ Burton, 
1, c. Lect. i. p- 51—55.] 


§ 41. 


b. The Christian doctrine of the Logos, as represented 
wn the writings of John. 
Christianity gave a new aspect to the doctrine of the 
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Logos; formerly it had been a purely speculative ques- 
tion, now it gained a practical, religious significance.(.) 
The evangelist John, in accordance with the spirit of the 
doctrine of Paul,@) though differing from him in the use 
of certain expressions, applied the term Logos to the in- 
carnation of the Deity in Christ. This Logos was no 
longer a mere abstract idea, but the realization of a great 
religious truth being founded:on ἃ historical fact ; in this 
manner it became the proper spring of all Christian 
theology. 


(.) Tt is true that Philo himself made use of the idea of 
the Logos for practical, religious purposes, inasmuch as 
he accommodated it to the Jewish religion by connecting it 
with the previously existing notions concerning the Messiah. 
But this connection was nevertheless very loose, and the idea of 
the Messiah itself was altogether abstract, and not historically 
realized by the Jews. On the contrary, both the Christian idea 
of the Logos, and the notion of the Messiah, find their realiza- 
tion in the person of Jesus of Nazareth ; the speculative charac- 
ter of the former is realized in his Divine nature, the rational 
aspect of the latter in his humanity, (ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο.) 

“Though the term λόγος does not occur in the writings of 
Paul in the sense in which it is understood by John, yet the 
idea of the Divine pre-existence of Christ is clearly expressed 
by him, especially Col. 1. 15—17; 1. 9. Similar expressions are 
found in the Epistle to the Hebrews, ch. 1. 4 flwg. (Comp. 1 
Cor. xv. 47; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Rom. vii. 29.) 


§ 42. 


c. The Theologumenon of the Church concerning the Logos 
to the times of Origen. 


(Burton, Ε΄, Testimonies of the Anti-Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of 
Christ, etc. (Works, ii.)] 


But this practical aspect of the doctrine of the Logos 
was not long preserved in its original form and purity. 
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Even among the earlier Christians speculative notions 
were mixed up with it, which owed their existence to 
the peculiar circumstances of the age, and were strength- 
ened by the infusion of foreign elements. Those heretics 
who adhered more closely to Judaism (the Ebionites), 
no less than the Alogi, Theodotus and Artemon, abstain- 
ed most from speculations of this nature, inasmuch as 
they rejected the substance of the Christian gnosis, the 
doctrine of the Logos, by denying the divinity of Christ. 
The theory of the Logos was likewise abandoned by the 
other section of the Monarchians, Praxeas, Nocétus, and 
Beryllus, who did away with the distinction between 
God the Father and the Logos, without however deny- 
ing that God is in Christ.0? The Gnostics on the con- 
trary connected the idea of the Logos with their fanciful 
doctrine of emanation and of aeons, and leaving the only 
safe foundation of historical truth, lost themselves in my- 
thological speculations.?) Thus it became incumbent 
upon the Fathers to defend the speculative clement in 
opposition to the former class of heretics, the historical 
in opposition to the latter, and to bring both these ele- 
ments to bear upon the practico-religious interests of 
the church. Justin,@) Tatian,4-) Athenagoras,®) Theo- 
philus,©) and Clement of Alexandria”) endeavoured to 
explain the existence of the Logos, and his relation to the 
Father, by the aid of figures and analogies which they 
borrowed from the visible world and the nature of man. 
Tertullian®) found himself compelled to adopt similar 
modes of expression, but Lreneus,-) who was unfavour- 
able to all gnosis, decidedly opvosed them. | 


4) Compare ὃ 23. n. 1. ὃ 25. n. 2. and 3. The orthodox 
church did not separate the idea of the Logos from that of the 
Messiah, but the doctrinal tendency of the Ebionites, as well as 
of the Gnostics, took a partial direction. ‘The former by adopt- 
ing the notion of the Messiah alone, lost sight of the spiritual 


THE THEOLOGUMENON OF THE CHURCH. 1 


import of the doctrine of the Logos; the reverse was the case 
with the Gnostics, who held a mere idea without substance, a 
shadow without body. Concerning Artemon, whose opinions 
rank him among the Monarchians, Schleiermacher (uber die 
sabellianische und athanasische Vorstellung) observes, that he 
appears to him to have retained the doctrine of the unity of 
God with more seriousness, and greater desire to promote the 
interests of religion, than the more frivolous Theodotus ; vide 
‘Zeitschrift von Schleiermacher, de Wette and Lucke, 1. p. 
303. 804. He there shows also the difference between this ten- 
dency, and that of Praxeas and Noétus, already alluded to, § 
25.4. Comp. also ὃ 46.3. [ Burton, 1. ὁ. Lect. viii. p. 247— 
249, and notes 100, 101.] 

@) Even if we look merely at numbers, we perceive a con- 
siderable difference between the catholic doctrine of the Logos, 
and the views entertained by the Gnostic sects. Before the 
doctrine of the Trinity was farther developed, the Logos was 
considered by the orthodox church to be the only hypostasis; the 
Gnostics imagined heaven to be inhabited by a multitude of 
aeons. According to Basilides there were 365 heavens (οὐρανοὶ) 
the lowest of which is under the immediate superintendence of 
the ἄρχων, the God of the Jews, and the creator of the world. 
He assigned to the Logos an intermediate position between the 
Supreme God and the νοῦς, and taught that he emanated from 
the latter. J*urther emanations of the νοῦς were the φρόνησις, 
copia, δύναμις, δικαιοσύνη and εἰρήνη, and these five acons together 
with the other two, νοῦς and λόγος, in all seven, owacul. along 
with the ϑεὸς ἄῤῥητος (ἀνωνόμαστος) the first ὀγδοάς.- 5.11 more 
ingenious is the system of Valentine. [He asserted that from 
the great first cause (primitive existence, βυθός, προπάτωρ, προαρχή) 
successively emanated male and female aeons (νοῦς or μονογενής 
and ἀλήϑεια, λόγος and ζωή, ἄνθρωπος and ἐκκλησία, etc.) so that 30 
acons (divided into the ὀγδοάς, δεκάς and δωδεκάς) form the πλήρωμα. 
The vehement desire of the last of the aeons, the σοφία, to unite 
herself with the βυθός, gave existence to an immature being 
(ἡ κάτω copia, evivunois, dyauws) which wandering outside the 
pleroma, imparted life to matter, and formed the δημιουργός who 
afterwards created the world. In order to restore the harmony 
of the pleroma, the two new aeons, Χριστός and τὸ πνεῦμα ἅγιον 
were made; and last of all ᾿Ιησοῦς (σωτήρ) emanated from all the 
aeons, and as the future σύζυγος of the achamoth was appointed 
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to lead back into the pleroma alike the aeons, and all spiritual 
natures.| (Comp. WNeander, Matter, and Baur, in the works 
mentioned ὃ 23.) [| Geseler, Lehrbuch der Kircheng. ὃ 1. 45. 
Burton, 1. c. Lect. u. p. d56—41. Norton, Genuineness of the 
Gospels, vol. iii. note B. On Basilides and the Basilideans, p. 
XXXVili—xlix. | 

(5) Justin follows Philo to a great extent, with this difference 
only, that he identifies the Logos by whom God has created the 
world, and manifested himself, with his incarnate Son, even 
Christ Jesus. Comp. Apol. u. 6: ὁ δὲ υἱὸς ἐκείνου (Θεοῦ), ὁ μόνος 
λεγόμενος κυρίως υἱὺς, ὁ λόγος πρὸ τῶν ποιημάτων, καὶ συνὼν καὶ γεννώμενος, 
ὅτε τὴν ἀρχὴν Of αὐτοῦ πάντα ἕχτισε καὶ ἐκόσμησε' Χριστὸς μὲν κατὰ τὸ 
κεχρῖσθοι καὶ κοσμῆσαι τὰ πάντα OF αὐτοῦ τὸν Θεὸν, λέγεται" ὄνομα 
καὶ αὐτὸ περιέχον ἄγνωστον σημασίαν" ὃν τρόπον καὶ τὸ Θεὸς προσαγό- 
ρευμα οὐκ OVO ἐστιν, ἀλλὰ πράγματος δυσεξηγήτου ἔμφυτος τῇ φύσει τῶν 
αἀν)ρώπων δόξα. ᾿Ιησοῦς δὲ καὶ ον)οώπου καὶ σωτῆρος Ovolnce καὶ σημασίαν ἔχει, 
he then proceeds to the incarnation itself. Justin represents 
the generation of the Logos as wgoeyeodus ἀπὸ τοῦ πατρὸς, aS γεν- 
vaodur, re0Parrcotes, and adduces several illustrations in support 
of his views. (Thus man utters words without sustaining any 
loss; fire kindles fire without undergoing any diminution, etc.) 
The addition éA¥ οὐ rowirovis not genuine, see the note in the edit. 
of Maran: Si quis tamen retineat hec verba, scribenda sunt 
cum interrogationis nota, ut in edit. Lond. ; 

4) Tatian contra Greec. c. 5, uses illustrations similar to those 
of Justin. The Logos was imminent (ὑπέστησε) in the Father, 
but derived his existence (προπηδᾷ) from his will, and became 
thus ἔργον πρωτότοκον of the Father, ἀρχὴ τοῦ κύσμου. Weis begotten 
κατὰ μερισμὸν, NOt HLT ὠποχοπῆν. 

(5) Athen. Leg. 6. 10. calls the Son of God (in opposition to 
the sons of the heathen gods) λόγος τοῦ πατρὸς ἐν ism καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ: 
πρὸς αὑτοῦ γοὶρ καὶ OF αὐτοῦ πάντα ἐγένετο, ἑνὸς ὄντος τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ. 
The distinction between ἐν ἠδέῳ and ἐν ἐνεργοίῳ corresponds to that 
between λόγος ἐνδιάδετος and λόγος προφορικὸς in the following note. 

6) Theoph. ad Autol. 1. 10. treats most fully on the proces. 
sion of the Logos from God: ἔχων οὖν ὁ J20g τὸν ἑαυτοῦ λόγον ἐνδιάϑετον 
ἐν τοῖς ἰδίοις σπλάγχνοις, ἐγέννησεν αὐτὸν μετὰ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ σοφίας ἐξερευξάμενος 
πρὸ τῶν baw Likewise c. 22: οὐχ, ὡς οἱ ποιηταὶ καὶ μυϑόγραφοι λέγουσιν 
Sipe Jedi ἐκ συνουσίας γεννωμένους, GAN ὡς ἀλήϑεια διηγεῖται τὸν λόγον, rey 
ὄγτα διαπαντὸς ἐνδιάϑετον ἐν καρδίῳ Seov. πρὸ γὰρ τι γίνεσγαι, τοῦτον εἶχε 
σύμβουλον, ἑαυτοῦ νοῦν καὶ φρόνησιν ὄντα ὑπότε δὲ ἠϑέλησεν ὁ ϑεὸς ποιῆσαι ὅσω 
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ον πάσης Ἀτίσεως" οὗ 


δ - Ul ‘ 
εϑουλεύσατο, τοῦτον τὸν Λόγον ἐγέννησε πεοφορικὼὸν, TE 
ἧς 


TOT 
αὐτὸς TOU λόγου, AAA λόγον γε WHOS, καὶ ὑπ όγῳ αὐτοῦ διαπαντὸς 
Ἐξ" 

7) In the writings of Clement the doctrine of the Logos forms 
the central point of his whole system of theology, and the 
mainspring of his religious feelings and sentiments. Without 
the Logos there is neither light, nor life. (Coh. p. 87.) He is 
the Divine instructor (ποιδαγωγός.) τι. 12. Peed. 11. 12. p. 310: 
Πάντα ὁ λόγος καὶ ποιεῖ καὶ διδάσκει καὶ παιδαγωγεῖ" ἵππος ὄγεται χαλινῷ 
καὶ ταῦρος ἄγεται ζυγῷ" ϑηνίον βρόχῳ ἁλίσκεται" ὁ δὲ ἄνδρωπος μεταπλάσσεται 
λόγῳ" ᾧ σηρία τι )ασσεύεται καὶ νηχτὰ δελεάζεται καὶ πτηνὰ κατασύρεται LTA, 
Comp. the beautiful hymn εἰς τὸν παιδωγωγὸν at the end of his 
work. [Bennett, 1. c. app. K. p. 268. where both the original 
and an English translation are given.]| God has created the 
world by the Logos; yea the Logos is the creator himself 
(ὁ τοῦ κόσμου xal ἀν)ρώπου δημιουργὸς), he has given the law, 
inspired the prophets, through him God has manifested 
himself. Pad. i. 7. p. 182—134. i. 8. p. 215. i. 10. p. 
224. 229. iti, 3. p. 264. iii. 4. p. 269. comp. Pp. 273. 280. 298. 
297. 307, Strom. i. 23. p. 421. 422. vii. 1. p. 833. In his view 
(and the same opinion was held by Philo) the Logos is the 
ἀρχιερεὺς Strom. 11. 9. p. 433. 500. He is the image (τρύσωσπον) 
of God, by means of which God 15 perceived. Ped. 1. 7. p. 
132. The Logos is superior to men and angels, but subordinate 
to the Father ; principal passage: Strom. vil. 2. p. 801. On 

earth the righteous man is the most excellent being ; in heaven 
the angels, because they are yet purer and more perfect. 
Τελειωτάτη δὴ καὶ pean? καὶ κυριωτάτη καὶ ἡγεμονικωτάτη καὶ βασιλικω- 
τάτη καὶ εἰν τ κυττάξῃ 7 υἱοῦ φύσις; 7 τῷ μόνῳ παντοχράτ' ΤΌΡΙ σροσεχεστατη.- 
αὕτη ἡ (εγ στῇ ὑπεροχὴ, ἢ τὰ πάντα ΠΕΣ κατὰ τὸ ϑελήμα τοῦ πατρὺς, 
καὶ τὸ πᾶν ἄριστω οἰωκίξει, ἀκαμάτῳ καὶ ἀτρύτῳ δυνάμει πάντω ἐργαζοωένη, 
OF ὧν ἐνεργεῖ τὰς ἀποκρύφους ἐννοίας ἐπιβλέπουσα. οὐ yuo ἐξίσταταί ποτε τῆς 
αὐτοῦ περιωπῆς ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ: οὐ μεριζόμενος, οὐκ ὠποτεμνόμενος, οὐ μετα- 
βαίνων ἐκ τόπου εἰς τόπον, πάντη δὲ ὧν πάντοτε, καὶ μηδαμῇ περιεχό(ενος, ὅλος 
νοῦς, ὅλος φῶς πατρῷον, ὅλος ὀφ᾿)αλι μὺς, πάντω ὁρῶν, πάντα ἀκούων, εἰδὼς πάντα 
δυνάμει Tag δυνάμεις ἐρευνῶν. τούτῳ Tou ὑποτέταχται στρατιὰ ἀγγέλων τε 
καὶ Seay, τῷ λόγῳ τῷ πατριχῷ τὴν ἁγίαν οἰκονομίαν ἀνωδεδειγμένῳ διὰ Tov 
ὑποτάξαντα, Of ὧν καὶ πάντες αὐτοῦ οἱ Baa ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν, οἱ 
δὲ οὐδέπω" καὶ οἱ μὲν ὡς φίλοι, οἱ O2 ὡς οἰκέται πιστοὶ, οἱ δὲ ὡς ἁπλῶς οἰκέται. 
(The true knowledge of the Logos is the privilege of the true 
Gnostic.) Divine worship is due to the Logos, vu. 7. p. 851. 
quis div. salv. p. 956. [Comp. Bennett, 1. c. p. 123—126. Bur- 
I 
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ion, £., Testimony of the Antinicene Fathers to the Divinity of 
Christ, (Works ii.) p. 171 fiwg.| On the mode of generation 
Clement speaks less explicitly than the before mentioned writ- 
ers. He also holds along with the concrete idea of the indivi- 
duality of the Logos another notion of a more general import, 
according to which the Logos is identical with the higher spi- 
ritual life, the life of ideas in general, by which the world was 
moved even previous to the coming of Christ. Comp. Strom. 
vy. p. 654. Accordingly he who studies the writings of Clement 
merely for the purpose of deducing a strictly doctrinal system, 
will not be satisfied, and like Miinscher (Handbuch, 1. p. 418.) 
he will see in the passages bearing upon this subject “ nothing 
but declamatory expressions from whieh no definite idea can be 
derived.” On the contrary, he who takes a general view of his 
religious opinions might feel more inclined to adopt the language 
of Mohler, that Clement “ has treated the dogma concerning the 
Logos with greater clearness than all the other Fathers of this 
period, but especially with unusual depth of feeling and the most 
ardent enthusiasm.” (Patrologie, p. 460. 61.) 

(8) Tert. adv. Prax. c. 2: Nos unicum quidem Deum credi- 
mus, sub hac tamen dispensatione, quam ceconomiam dicimus, ut 
unici Dei sit et filius sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso processerit, per 
quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est nihil. c. 5: ante 
omnia enim Deus erat solus, ipse sibi et mundus et locus et 
omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud extrinsecus preeter illum. 
Ceterum ne tune quidem solus: habebat enim secum quam ha- 
bebat in semetipso, rationem suam scilicet, etc. c. 8: Protulit 
enim Deum sermonem sicut radix fruticem et fons fluvium et 
sol radium ; nam et istze species probole sunt earum substan- 
tiarum, ex quibus prodeunt. In c. 9. the Son is called portio of 
the Father. Comp. Neander’s Antignosticus, p. 476 flwg. 
[ Burton, 1. ὁ. p. 235 flwg. | 

“) Tren. advers. her. ii. 28. p. 158: Si quis itaque nobis 
dixerit : Quomodo ergo filius prolatus a patre est ? dicimus ei, 
quia prolationem istam sive generationem sive nuncupationem 
sive adapertionem aut quolibet quis nomine vocaverit genera- 
tionem ejus inenarrabilem existentem, nemo novit, non Valenti- 
nus, non Marcion, neque Saturninus, neque Basilides, neque 
Angeli, neque Archangeli, neque Principes, neque Potestates, 
nisi solus qui generavit Pater et qui natus est Filius. Inenarra- 
bilis itaque generatio ejus quum sit, quicunque nituntur gene- 
rationes et prolationes enarrare, non sunt compotes sui, ea, que 
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inenarrabilia sunt enarrare promittentes. Quoniam enim ex 
cogitatione et sensu verbum emittitur, hoc utique omnes sciunt 
homines. Non ergo magnum quid invenerunt, qui emissiones 
excogitaverunt, neque absconditum mysterium, si id quod ab 
omnibus intelligitur, transtulerunt in unigenitum Dei verbum, et 
quem inenarrabilem et innominabilem vocant, hune, quasi ¢pst 
obstetricaverint, prime generationis ejus prolationem et gene- 
rationem enuntiant, adsimilantes eum hominum verbo emissionis 
(scilicet λόγῳ προφορικῷ.) On the doctrine of Ireneus concerning 
the Logos, comp. 11, 13. i. 17. iu. 6. iv. 6. and other passages. 
Mohler, Patrologie, p. 357 flwg. Muinscher, Handbuch, i. p. 411 
flwg. [ Burton, 1. c. pp. 75. 77. 102. etc. ] 


g 43. 


d. Identification of the terms Logos and the Son of God 
by Origen. 


(Burton, E., Testimonies of the Antin. Fath. etc. p. 281—348.] 


The idea which the earlier Fathers were accustomed 
to attach to the term: “ Logos,” was more or less inde- 
finite ; some understood by it a real personality (the pre- 
existence of Christ), others took it in an abstract sense, 
(idea, reason, word, revelation, wisdom, Divine life, 
εἰς.) 5) Accordingly Origen preferred deviating from 
the common usage,@) and employing more uniformly 
than the former writers, the expression “ Son of God,”@ 
by which the idea of personality was much more distinct- 
ly set forth. But this led to new controversies, inasmuch 
as many either differed from him, or misunderstood his 
language.) 


(4) Comp. what has been said in the preceding §. n. 6. concer- 
ning Clement, and Peed. 1. 157: Ταύτη οὖν καὶ Σωτὴρ ὁ Λόγος κέκληται, 
ὁ τὰ λογικὰ ταῦτα ἐξευρὼν ἀν)ρώποις εἰς εὐαισλησίαν καὶ σωτηρίαν φάρμακα. 

9.) Orig. i. Tom. in Joh. Opp. iv. p. 22 flwg. Comp. Schnitzer 
p. 23 flwg. 

®) Concerning the Son of God Origen makes the same asser- 


τ 
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tions which former writers made with regard to the Logos. In 
his opinion the Son is the medium by which the world was 
created, Tom. i. in Joh. Opp. Tom. iv. p. 21. As the architect 
builds a house, or a vessel according to his ideas, so God created 
the world according to the ideas which are contained in wisdom. 
Comp. in Joh. Tom. xxxii. ὁ. 18. ib. p. 449. But by this wisdom 
he does not understand a mere attribute or a personification of 
God, but a ὑπόστασις, This view is farther developed de prine. 
i. 2. Opp. i. p. 53. God never existed without the Wisdom (the 
Son); for to maintain the contrary, would virtually amount to 
the assertion, that God either could not create, or would not 
create, either of which is absurd and impious. But the Son is 
not only the Wisdom, he is also the word, the image, the mirror, 
the brightness of God (évézye«.) Origen too resorts to illustra- 
tions. Thus he compares God and his Son with the sun and its 
beams, and again with a statue and a copy of it on a reduced 
scale ; he refers however this latter comparison to God’s incar- 
nate Son (the man Jesus), rather than to his eternal Son (the 
Logos.) In respect to the act of generation, the expression 
“ Son” is much more calculated to remind us of human analo- 
gies, than the more indefinite term “ Word.” It became there- 
fore the more necessary to oppose all anthropomorphitic no- 
tions, on which account he says: Infandum autem est et illici- 
tum, Deum patrem in generatione unigeniti Filii sui atque in 
substantia ejus exeequare alicui vel hominum vel aliorum ani- 
mantium generanti, etc. and again; Observandum namque est 
ne quis incurrat in illas absurdas fabulas eorum, qui prolationes 
quasdam sibi ipsis depingunt, ut divinam naturain in partes vo- 
cent, οὐ Deum patrem quantum in se est dividant, cum hoe de 
incorporea natura vel leviter suspicari, non solum extreme im- 
pietatis sit, verum ctiam ultimee insipientis, nec omnino ad in- 
telligentiam consequens, ut incorporese naturz substauatialis 
divisio possit intelligi. ‘ The will of man proceeds from his 
reason, but the one cannot be separated from the other; ina 
similar manner we may imagine that the Son proceeds from the 
Father, but both are mseparable.” (This illustration, though 
more abstract, is less vivid than that taken from the human 
word, ὃ 42. n. 3.) 

(4) On the one hand the subordination of the Son to the Fa- 
ther was the necessary consequence of a rigid adherence to the 
idea of a hypostasis, (comp. § 45.) On the other the scriptural 
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expression υδὸς τοῦ “εοῦ, which is applied to Christ in his human 
nature 7. 6. as the Messiah,*) was so confounded with the same 
term as used by the schoolmen, that the human and the Divine 
natures of the Son of God were not always distinctly separated. 
This gave rise to new controversies ; comp. however Thomasius 
p. 112 filwg. and Dorner Christologie, p. 42. He thinks that the 
doctrine of subordination was merely resorted to, “ for the pur- 
pose of substituting several Divine hypostases for the very vague 
and indefinite opinions which were entertained respecting the dis- 
tinetive characteristics of the different persons in the Ged- 
head.” | 


8 44. 
THERE HOLY GHOST. 


* Keil, ob die altesten Lehrer einen Unterschied zwischen Sohn und Vater 
gekannt? in Flatts Magazin fiir christliche Dogmatik und Moral, vol. iv. 
Ὁ. 34 flwg. (Burton, E., Testimonies of the Antinicene Fathers to the 
Trinity, and the Divinity of the Holy Ghost, (Works, ii.) comp. the In- 
troduct. where the literature is given.] 


The idea of the πνεῦμα ἅγιον is found along with that of 
the Logos, and frequently identified with the term Wis- 
dom (which elsewhere denotes the Logos.)) Some- 
times what is determined concerning the Logos, coincides 
with what is said relative to the Spirit ;2@:) sometimes the 
idea of personality is more or less lost sight of, and the 
Holy Ghost appears as a mere quality, or a Divine gift 
and effect.@-) But the desire of bringing the doctrine of 
the Trinity to a conclusion, led gradually to more de- 
finite views on the personality of the Holy Ghost (along 
with that of the Logos. )“¢? 


6.) Theoph. ad Autol. 1. 7.: ὁ δὲ ϑεὸς διὰ τοῦ λόγου αὑτοὺ καὶ τῆς σο- 


« “ The more I endeavour to realize the manner of thinking and speaking 
current in the New Testament, the more I feel myself called upon to give it 
as my decided opinion, that the historical Son of God as such cannot be ealled 
God, without completely destroying the monotheistical system of the Apos- 
tles.”’ Liichke, Studien und Kritiken, 1840. i. p. 91. 
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φίας ἐποίησε τὸ πάντα ; here σοφία is either synonymous with λύγος, 
or forms the second member; in the former case there would 
be no mention of the Spirit whatever ; in the latter he would be 
identical with σοφία ; and this agrees better with ii. 15., where 
ϑεὸς, λογὸς and σοφία are said to compose the Trinity, comp. § 45. 
Tren. iv. 20. p. 253.: Adest enim ei (Deo) semper verbum et 
sapientia, Filius et Spiritus ... ad quos et loquitur, dicens: 
faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram; and 
again: Deus omnia verbo Habitle et sapientia adornavit. [Burton, 
I. c. p.49—51.] comp. iv. 7. p. 236.: Ministrat enim ei ad omnia 
sua progenies et figuratio sua, 7. 6. Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, 
verbum et sapientia, quibus serviunt et subjecti sunt omnes an- 
geli. Irenzeus however is well acquainted with the practical 
importance of the doctrine of the πνεῦμα ἅγιον, and represents it 
in a plain, seriptural manner; the believer comes through the 
Spirit to the Son, through the Son to the Father, and more ge- 
nerally to the full apprehension of the truth as it is in Christ ; 
i. 17. p. 208. iii. 24. p, 222. v. 6. p. 299. v. 10. p.304 and else- 
where (comp. the doctrine of the church.) Tert. adv. Prax. 6. 
6.: Nam ut primum Deus voluit ea que cum Sophie ratione et 
sermone disposuerat intra se, in substantias et species suas edere, 
ipsum primum protulit sermonem, habentem in se individuas 
suas, Rationem et Sophiam, ut per ipsum fierent universa, per 
quem erant cogitata atque disposita, immo et facta jam, quan- 
tum in Dei sensu. Hoc enim eis deerat, ut coram quoque in 
suis speciebus atque substantiis cognoscerentur et tenerentur. 
Comp. cap. 7. and de orat. i. ab initio, where it is difficult to 
perceive any difference between the terms Dei SIPS, Dei 
sermo, Dei ratio, ete. 

@) Justin M. Apol. 1 1.33: τὸ πνεῦμα οὖν καὶ τὴν δύναμιν τὴν παρὰ 
τοῦ Seo οὐδὲν ἄλλο νοῆσαι ϑέμις ἢ τὸν λόγον, ὅς καὶ πρωτότοχος TH Θεῶ ἐστι. 
comp. 0. 36, and 1. 6. where the Son and the Spirit are more 
distinctly separated. Theoph., lib. 11. 6. 10: οὗτος (ὁ λόγος) ὧν 
πνεῦμνο; ϑεοῦ καὶ ἀρχὴ καὶ σοφία καὶ δύναμις ὑψίστου κι τ A But imme- 
diately afterwards σοφία and λόγος are connected by the particle 

αὶ, and it is doubtful, whether «« is to be taken there as a 
strictly speculative conjunction. It is true thatthe word πνεῦμα 
has in these passages a more general signification (spiritual 
being,) which the writer could ascribe alike to the Logos, with- 
out destroying the personality of the Holy Ghost; yet it must 
be admitted that there 1s much in this mode of expression that 
is indefinite and vague. 
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) Justin M. calls the Holy Ghost simply δωρεά, Coh. ad grec. 
ο. 32, though he assigns to him (Apol.i. 6.) the third place in 
the Trinity. On the question: what relation was the Holy 
Spirit thought to sustain to the angels ? comp. Neanders Kirch- 
engeschichte, 1. p. 1040. Studien und Kritiken, 1833. p. 778 
flwg.; the latter in opposition to Méhler, theolog. Quartalschrift, 
1833. part i. p. 49 flwg., and with reference to both: Georgii, 
dogmengeschichtliche Untersuchungen tber die Lehre vom 
heiligen Geist bei Justin M., in den Studien der Geistlichkeit 
Wurtembergs x. 2. p. 69 flwg. 

(Ὁ) Origen Comment. in Joh. T. ii, 6. Opp. T. iv. p. 60. 61. 
acknowledges the personality of the Holy Spirit, but subordi- 
_ nates him to both the Father and the Son, by the latter of whom 

he is created, like all other creatures, though sufficiently distin- 
guished from them by his Divine nature: ἡμεῖς μέντοιγε τρεῖς ὑποσ- 
φάσεις πειδόμενοι τυγχάνειν, τὸν πατέρα καὶ τὸν υἱὸν καὶ τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, καὶ 
ἀγέννητον μηδὲν ἕτερον τοῦ πατρὸς GVO πιστεύοντες, ὡς εὐσεβέστερον καὶ ἀληϑὲς 
σπροσιέμελο τὸ πάντων διὰ τοῦ λόγου γενομένων, τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμω πάντων εἶναι 
τιμιώτερον, καὶ τάξει πάντων τῶν ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρὸς διὰ Χριστοῦ γεγενημένων. 
[ Burton, 1. 6. p. 99 flwg.] Butinanother passage which is ex- 
tant only in the translation of Rufinus, de prine. 1. 3.3. Opp. 
i, 1. p. 61. Origen says, that he had not as yet met with any 
passage in the Sacred Scriptures in which the Holy Spirit was 
called a created being. It is remarkable that afterwards Epi- 
phanius, Justinian, etc. blamed him on account of this very asser- 
tion, comp. Epiphan. 64. 5. Hieron. ad Avit. Ep. 94. quoted 
by Munscher ed. by Colln, p. 194. Schnitzer, p.43. Neander, 
i. 3. p. 1040. Thomasius, p. 144 flwg. (where other passages 
are adduced.) [Burton, 1. 6. p. 89. ] 


8 45, 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 
[Burton, E., Testimonies of the Antin. Fath. to the Trinity, and the Divi- 
nity of the Holy Ghost, (Works, ii.) Berrimann, W., An Historical 
Account of the Controversies that have been in the Church concerning 


the Doctrine of the Holy and Ever-Blessed Trinity, in eight Sermons. 
Lond. 1725. | 


The doctrine of God the Father, God the Son, and 
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God the Holy Ghost, is the doctrine of primitive Chris- 
tianity,() but has inthe New Test. a bearing only upon 
the Christian economy, without any pretension to specu- 
lative significance, and therefore cannot be rightly under- 
stood but in intimate connection with the history. of Jesus, 
and the work which he accomplished. Accordingly the 
belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, was considered 
as an essential part of the regula fidei, even apart from 
every speculative developement of the doctrine of the 
Logos, and appears in what is commonly called the 
Apostles’ Creed in this historico-epic form without any 
further allusion to the unity of the Deity. The Greek 
word τριὼς was first used by Theophilus ;@) the Latin 
term trinitas, which has a more comprehensive doctrinal 
import, was introduced by Tertullian.@) 


(.) Matth. xxviii. 19. (if the baptismal formula be genuine) ; 
1 Cor. xii. 4—6; 2 Cor. xii. 14. and elsewhere. Comp. the 
commentaries on these passages, de Wette’s biblische Dog- 
matik, ὃ 298. 267., Lucke in the Studien und Kritiken, 1]. ¢. 
[Pye Smith, the Script. Testim. of the Messiah, i. p. 13 flwg. ; 
111, p. 258 flwg.; Anapp, 1. c. p. 119 filwg. 132 flwg.] 

@) Theoph. ad Autol. 11. 15: αἱ τρεῖς ἡμέραι [πρὸ] τῶν φωστήρων 
γεγονυῖαι, τύποι εἰσὶν τῆς τριάδος τοῦ Jeo) καὶ τοῦ λόγου αὐτοῦ καὶ τῆς σοφίας 
αὐτοῦ. τετάρτῳ δὲ τύπῳ [ τόπῳ] ἐστὶν ἄνδρωπος ὁ προσδεὴς τοῦ φωτὸς, ἵνα ἡ ϑεὺς, 
λύγος, σοφία, ἄνδρωπος. Here we have indeed the word τριὰς, but not 
in the ecclesiastical sense of the term Trinity; for as ἄνθρωπος 15 
mentioned in the fourth place, it is evident that the τριὰς can- 
not be taken here as a perfect whole consisting of three persons 
joined into one; besides the term σοφία is used instead of τὸ 
πνεῦμα oy. Comp. Suicer, thesaurus s. v. τρὰς, where the pas- 
sage from the (spurious) treatise of Justin de expositione fidei, p. 
879. is cited (Moves γὰρ ἐν τριάδι νοεῖται καὶ τριὰς ἐν μονάδι γνωρίϑεται 
κι το ».);this passage however proves aslittle concerning the use of 
language during that period, as the treatise φιλότραπις erroneous- 
ly ascribed to Lucian. Clem. Strom. iv. 7. p. 588. knows a 
ἁγία roc, but in a different sense (faith, love, hope.) On the 
terminology of Origen, comp. Thomasius, p. 285. [Comp. 
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Burton, 1. 6. p. 34—86, where the subject is treated at great 
length. | 

(5) Tertullian de judic. c. 21: Nam et ecclesia propie et 
principaliter ipse est spiritus, in quo est Trinitas unius divinita- 
tis, Pater et Filius et Spiritus S.; accordingly the Holy Spirit 
is the principle which constitutes the unity of the persons. 
Comp. adv. Prax. 2. and 3. | Burton, 1. c. p. 68 flwg.] Cyprian 
and Novatian immediately adopted this term. Cypr. Ep. 79. 
p- 200 (with reference to baptism.) Novat. de Trinitate. 
[ Burton, 1. 6. p. 107—109 ; p. 116—123.] 


§ 46. 
MONARCHIANISM AND SUBORDINATION. 


The strict distinction which was drawn between the 
persons in the Trinity, led in the first instance to the 
system of subordination, according to which the Son was 
thought inferior to the Father, and the Holy Spirit in- 
ferior to both the Father and the Son.4) Such a clas- 
sification gave some ground to the charge of Tritheism 
which was frequently made against the orthodox.@:) Ac- 
cordingly they were compelled to clear themselves from 
all appearance of Tritheism in opposition to the Monar- 
chians, who abandoning the said distinction, in order to 
hold fast the unity of the Godhead, exposed themselves 
to the charge of confounding the persons (Patripassian- 
ism), or the imputation of that heretical tendency which 
denies the Divinity of Christ.) Origen endeavouring 
to define the nature of the persons, and to determine the 
exact relation which they maintain to each other, went 
to the other extreme ;(4) orthodoxy was so much ex- 
tended that it became ‘hcterodoxy, and thus gave rise to 
the Arian controversy in the following period. 


(1) Justin M. Apol. 1. 6. 19: υδὸν αὐτοῦ τοῦ ὄντως Θεοῦ μαθόντες 
(5011. τὸν Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν) καὶ ἐν δευτέρος yom ἔχοντες, πνεῦμα τε προφητικὸν ἐν 


τρίτῃ τά ¢t—Tert, advers. Prax. c. 2: Tres autem non statu, sed 
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gradu, nec substantia, sed forma, nec potestate, sed specie: 
unius autem substantie et unius status et unius potestatis, quia 
unus Deus, ex quo et gradus isti et forme et species in nomine 
Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti deputantur. Comp. c. 4. 

(ὦ) Justin M. says, dial. cum Tryph. c. 56: The Father and 
the Son are distinct, not γνώμῃ, but ἀρῶ μῷ ; and from the pro- 
position that, if I have a wife, it does not necessarily follow that 
I am the wife herself, Tertullian (adv. Prax. ὁ. 10.) draws the 
conclusion, that, if God has a Son, it does not necessarily fol- 
low that he is the Son himself. Comp. also Novat. de trin. 22: 
Unum enim, non unus esse dicitur, quoniam nec ad numerum 
refertur, sed ad societatem alterius expromitur...... Unum autem 
quod ait, ad concordiam et eandem sententiam et ad ipsam 
caritatis societatem pertinet, ut merito unum sit pater et filius 
per concordiam et per amorem et per dilectionem. ([Burton, 
l. 6. p. 120. 121.] He also appeals to Apollos and Paul, 1 Cor. 
111, 8: qui autem plantat et qui rigat, unum sunt. 

©) Concerning the different classes of Unitarians comp. § 24. 
n. 4 and 5. and ὃ 42. It is self-evident, that all who held Christ 
to be a mere man, also rejected the doctrine of the Trinity. 
They may be called deistico-rationalistic Antitrinitarians : God 
in his abstract unity was in their view so remote from the world, 
and confined to his heaven, that he had no abode in Christ him- 
self. They differ widely from those who, apprehensive of les- 
sening the dignity of Christ, taught that God himself had as- 
sumed humanity en him, and did not think it necessary to sup- 
pose the existence of a particular hypostasis. The name mo- 
dalistic Antitrinitarians would be more appropriate in their 
case (so Heinichen, de Alogis, p. 34); or if the relation of God 
to Christ be compared to that in which he stands to the world, 
they might be called pantheistic Antitrinitarians, for they im- 
agined God, as it were, expanded or extended in the person of 
Christ. Among their number are Praxeas and Beryllus, the 
forerunners of Sabellius, the former of whom was combated by 
Tertullian, the latter by Origen. The opinion of Praxeas that 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are one and the same 
(ipsum eundemque esse) which virtually amounted to the later 
ὁμοούσιος, Was So interpreted by Tertullian, ipsum patrum passum 
esse, adv. Prax. c. 20. 29. whence the heretical appellation 
Patripassiani. [ Burton, Bampton Lecture, note 103. p. 588. 
and Testim. of the Antinic. Fath. to the Trinity, etc. p. 68—83. 
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Neander, 1. ο. 11. p. 200---202,] Philastr. Her. 65. The views 
of Noetus were similar, Theod. Fab. Her. iii. 3: ἕνα φασὶν evas 
Jebv καὶ πατέρω, τῶν ὅλων δημιουργόν ἀφανῆ μὲν ὅταν EJEAM, φαινόμενον δὲ 
ἡνίκα ἂν βούληται" καὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ἀόρατον elves καὶ ὁρώμενον, καὶ γεννητὸν καὶ 
ἀγέννητον: ἀγέννητον μὲν ἐξ ἀρχῆς, γεννητὸν δὲ ὅτε ἐκ παρϑένου γεννηϑῆναι 
ἠϑέλησε: ATUIH καὶ ἀδάνατον, καὶ πάλιν αὖ παϑητὸν καὶ ϑνητόν. ἀπαδὴς γὰρ 
ὦν, φησί, τὸ τοῦ σταυροῦ πάϑος ἐδϑδελήσας ὑπέμεινε" τοῦτον καὶ υἱὸν ὀνομάζουσι 
καὶ πατέρα, πρὸς τὰς χρείως τοῦτο κάκεννο καλούμενον. Comp. Epiph. 
Her. vii. 1. [Burton, Bampton Lecture, note 103. p. 589, 
590.|  Beryllus endeavoured to evade the inferences which 
may be drawn alike from Patripassianism and from Pantheism, 
by admitting a difference after the assuinption of humanity, 
Euseb. vi. 89 ; Βήρυλλος ὁ μικρῷ πρόσϑεν δεδηλωμένος Βοστρῶν τῆς ᾿Αραβίας 
ἐπίσκοπος τὸν ἐκκλησιαστιχὺν παρεκτρέπων κανόνα, ξένω τινὰ τῆς πίστεως 
παρεισφέρειν ἐπειρᾶτο, τὸν σωτῆρα καὶ κύριον ἡμῶν λέγειν τολμῶν μὴ προῦ φεστά- 
ναι κατ᾽ ἰδίων οὐσίας περιγραφὴν πρὸ τῆς εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἐπιδημίας 
μηδὲ μὴν ϑεότητα ἰδίων ἔχειν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐμπολιτευομένην αὐτῷ μόνην 
σὴν πατρικήν. Comp. Ullmann in the dissert. quoted § 24. 5. 

Ε “) Comp. § 43. and contra Cels. viii. 1. also in Joh. Tom. 11. 
2. Opp. T. iv. p. 50. where the distinction made by Philo be- 
tween Θεὸς and ὁ ϑεὸς is insisted upon. How far this system of 
subordination was sometimes carried, may be seen from Origen 
de orat. ὁ. 15. Opp. T.1. 222. where he entirely rejects the prac- 
tice of prayer to Christ (the Son;) for, he argues, since the Son 
is a particular hypostasis, we must pray either to the Son only, 
or to the Father only, or to both. To pray to the Son, and not 
to the Father, would be most improper (ἀτοπώτατον) ; to pray to 
both, is impossible, because we should have to use the plural 
number : Tagacyiote, ἐυ:ογετήσατε, exiyoonyjoure, owoure, that which 
is contrary to Scripture, and the doctrine of One God: thus no- 
thing remains but to pray to the Father alone. To pray to the 
Father through the Son, a prayer in an improper sense (invo- 
catio 2) is quite a different thing ; contra Cels. v. 4. Opp. 1. p. 
579: πᾶσαν μὲν yao δέησιν καὶ προσευχὴν καὶ evrev'i καὶ εὐχαριστίαν 
ἀναπεμπτέον τῷ ἐπι πᾶσι Jew διὼ τοῦ ἐπὶ πάντων ἀγγέλων ἀρχιερέως, ἐμψύχου 
λόγου καὶ Seo. δεησόμεα δὲ καὶ αὐτοῦ τοῦ λόγου, καὶ ἐντευξόμενγα αὐτῷ, καὶ 
εὐχαριστήσομεν καὶ προσευξόμεϑδα δὲ, ἐὰν δυνώμεϑδα κατακούειν τῆς περὶ 
προσευχῆς κυριολεξίας καὶ καταχρήσεως (S1 modo propriam precationis 
possimus ab impropria secernere notionem.) It is however re- 
markable that no mention is made of the Holy Spirit. If Origen 
had held the doctrine of the Trinity, he would have spoken not 
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of two, but of three, to whom prayers are to be addressed. 
On the subordination of the Holy Spirit, comp. § 44. 4. 


g 47. 


DOCTRINE OF THE CREATION OF THE WORLD. 


©. F. Rossler, Philosophia veteris ecciesiz de mundo, Tubing 1783. 4. 
| Knapp, Lectures on Christ. Theology, transl. by L. Woods, p, 144-146. ] 


Concerning this doctrine, as well as the doctrine 
of God in general, the early Christians adopted the 
Monotheistic views of the Jews, and in the simple exer- 
eise of faith received the Mosaic account of the crea- 
tion (Gen. i.) as Divine revelation. Even the defini- 
tion ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων which was not introduced into the Jewish 
theology until afterwards (2 Mace. vii. 28.) found its 
way into-primitive Christianity") The orthodox firmly 
adhered to the doctrine that God, the Almighty Father, 
who is also the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ, is at 
the same time the creator of heaven and of earth,(@) and 
rejected the notion of eternal matter.G-) They did this 
in opposition to the Gnostics, according to whom the 
creator of the world was distinct from the Supreme 
God, as well as to the assertion made by some of them 
and also by Hermogenes, that matter has existed from 
everlasting.4) But the speculative tendency of the 
Alexandrian school could not be satisfied with the notion 
of the creation having taken place in time. According- 
ly Origen resorted to an allegorical interpretation of the 
work of the six days (Hexeemeron),@) and following the 
example of Clement(®) (which however is doubtful, and 
to say the least, betrays indecision) he propounded the 
doctrine of an eternal creation in still more definite terms 
than Clement. But he did not maintain the eternity οὗ 
matter as an independent power.) On the contrary, 
freneus from his practical position reckoned all questions 
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about what God had done before the creation among the 
improper questions of human inquisitiveness.(°) 


(1) Comp. Hebr. xi. 5. and the commentaries upon that pas- 
sage. Accordingly the Shepherd of Hermas teaches, Lib. ii. 
Mand. 1: πρῶτον πάντων πίστευσον, ὅτι εἷς ἐστιν ὁ Δεὺς, ὁ ra πάντα χτίσας καὶ 
καταρτίσας, καὶ ποιήσας ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος εἰς τὸ εἶναι Ta πάντα, Conf. Euseb. 
Ὁ ὦ: 

(Ὁ The popular view was always, that the Father is the 
creator, though the creation through the Son formed a part of 
the orthodox faith. Clement of Alex. was only induced by his 
speculative tendency to call the Logos himself the creator of 
the world (vide ὃ 42. n. 7.) Compare on the other hand the 
simple confession of Iren. in. 11. p. 189: Et hee quidem sunt 
principia Evangelii, unum Deum fabricatorem hujus universitatis, 
eum qui et per prophetas sit annunciatus et qui per Moysem 
legis disquisitionem fecerit, Patrem Domini nostri Jesu Christe 
annunciantia et preter hunc alterum Deum nescientia, neque 
alterum patrem. For the various appellations ποιητὴς, χτιστὴς, 
δημιουργὸς, v. Suicer under the last mentioned word. [ Burton, 
Bampton Lect. note 21. p. 320; n. 50. p. 410.] 


5) Theoph. ad Autol. 11, 4. says against the followers of Plato : 
és δὲ ϑεὸς ἀγέννητος ua VAN ἀγέννητος, οὐκ ἔτι ὃ Sedg ποιητὴς τῶν ὅλων ἐστί. 
Comp. Iren. fragm. sermonisad Demetr. p. 848, [Comp. Burton, 
].c. note 18.] Tert. adv. Hermogenem, espec. c. 1. and Ne- 
ander Antignosticus, 1. c. In reference to the objections of 
Hermogenes, he admits that the different names of God: 
Sovereign, Judge, Father, etc. are not eternal, but coeval with 
the subjects of dominion, etc. Yet God himself is not the less 
eternal. 

@) Hermogenes, a painter, lived towards the conclusion of the 
second century, probably at Carthage. According to Tertullian 
(adv. Hermog.) he maintained that God has created the world 
either out of himself, or out of nothing, or out of something al- 
ready in existence. But he could not create the world out of 
himself, for he is indivisible; nor out of nothing, for as he him- 
self is the supreme good, he would have created a perfectly 
good world; nothing therefore remains but that he has created 
the world out of matter already in existence. This matter (ὕλη) 
is consequently eternal like God himself; both principles were 
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distinctly separate from each other from the beginning, God as 
the creating and imparting, matter as the receiving principle. 
Whatever part of this matter resists the creating principle, con- 
stitutes the evil in the world. But it was only in this point that 
Hermogenes agreed with the Gnostics; in other respects, and 
especially in reference to the doctrine of emanation, he joined 
the orthodox in opposing them. Comp. Bohmer (Guil.) de 
Hermogene Africano, Sundiz 1832. and Neander, Kirchenges- 
chichte, 1. 8, p. 974 flwg. [transl. 11. p. 249—251.] Antignosti- 
cus, p. 350—355 ; 424—442. 

©) De principiis iv. 16. Opp.i. p. 174. 175 : τίς γὰρ νοῦν ἔχων 
οἰήσεται πρώτην καὶ δευτέραν καὶ τρίτην ἡμέραν, ἑσπέραν TE καὶ πρωΐαν χωρὶς 
ἡλίου γεγονέναι καὶ σελήνης καὶ ἄστρων, κ᾿. τ. Δ, Comp. § 99. 4. 

(ὁ). According to Photius Bibl. Cod. c. 9. p. 89. Clement of 
Alex. is said to have taught that matter had no beginning (ὕλην 
ἄχρονον) ; with this statement comp. Strom. vi. 16. p. 812. 813: 
οὐ τοίνυν ὥσπερ τινὲς ὑπολαμβάνουσι τὴν ἀνάπαυσιν τοῦ JeoU πέπαυται ποιῶν ὁ 
Jebsr dyadis γὰρ ὦν, εἰ παύσεταί ποτε ἀγαπ)οεργῶν, καὶ τοῦ debs εἶναι παύσεται. 
But in other passages Clement most distinctly acknowledges 
that the world is a work of God; 6. σ. Coh. p. 54. 55: μόνος γὰρ 
ὁ ϑεὸς ἐποίησεν, ἐπεὶ καὶ μόνος ὄντως ἐστὶ Θεός" Ψιλῷ τῷ PobAcodas δημιουργεῖ 
καὶ τῷ μόνον ἐλελῆσαι αὐτὺν ἕπεται τὸ γεγενῆσθαι. 

(7) Origen indeed opposes the eternity of matter (in the hea- 
then and heretical sense), de princ. 11. 4. and in other places, 
e.g. Comment. in Joh. xxxu.9. Opp. T. iv. p.429; but though 
from his idealistic position he denied eternity to matter, which 
he held to be the root of evil, he nevertheless assumed the 
eternal creation of innumerable ideal worlds, solely because he, 
as little as Clement, could conceive of God as unoccupied 
(otiosum enim et inmobilem dicere naturam Dei, impium enim 
simul et absurdum.) De princ. 11. 5. Opp. T. i. p. 149. 
Schnitzer, p. 228. 229. It might, be questioned whether Origen, 
in the use of the pronoun “ nos” in the subsequent part of the 
passage, intended to enforce his own belief upon the church, or 
whether he employed the plural number merely in his character 
as author; comp. Rossler, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater, i. p. 177. 
and Schnitzler, l.c. Comp. also Thomasius, p. 153 flwg. 169 
flweg. 

(8) fren. 11. 28. p. 157. (11. 47. p. 175. Grabe): Ut puta, si quis 
interroget, antequam mundum faceret Deus, quid agebat? 
dicimus, quoniam ista responsio subjacet Deo, Quoniam autem 
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mundus hic factus est, apotelestos a Deo, temporale initium 
accipiens, Scripture nos docent; quid autem ante hoc Deus sit 
operatus, nulla scriptura manifestat. Subjacet ergo hee res- 
pensio Deo. 


§ 48. 
PROVIDENCE AND GOVERNMENT OF THE WORLD. 


Though the doctrine of the existence of the world for 
the sake of the human race only, may be so corrupted as 
to give rise to selfish principles, it is nevertheless found- 
ed upon the consciousness of a specific distinction be- 
tween man and all other creatures, at least of this earth, 
and supported by allusions in the Sacred Scriptures.(!) 
Accordingly the primitive Christians considered the 
creation to be a voluntary act of Divine love, inasmuch 
as God does not stand in need of his creatures for the 
promotion of his own glory.@:) But man, being the end 
of creation,@) is also pre-eminently the subject of Divine 
providence, and the whole vast economy of creation, with 
its laws and its miracles, is made subservient to the higher 
designs of the education of mankind. The Christian doc- 
trine of providence which was received by the Fathers in 
opposition to the objections of ancient philosophy,“ is re- 
mote on the one hand from Stoicism and the rigid dogma 
of ἃ εἱμαρμένη held by the Gnostics,@) and on the other from 
the systemof Epicurus, according to which it is unworthy 
of the Deity to concern himself about the affairs of man.) 
Here again the teachers of the Alexandrian school en- 
deavoured to avoid as much as possible the use of an- 
thropomorphitic language“) in connexion with the idea 
that God takes care even of individuals, and attempted 
to reconcile the liberty of man) with the love and jus- 
tice of God.) 


Q.) Matth. vi. 26; 1 Cor. ix. 9. 10. 
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°) EH. g. Clement of Alex. Paod. iii. 1. p. 250: ἀνενδεὴς δὲ μόνος ὁ 
Θεὺς καὶ χαίρει μάλιστα μὲν κο)αρεύοντας ἡμᾶς ὁρῶν τῷ τῆς διανοίας κοσμῷ. 

9 Justin M. Apol. i. 10: καὶ πάντα τὴν ἀρχὴν ἀγαϑδὸν ora, δημιουρ- 
γῆσαι αὐτὸν ἐξ ἀμόρφου ὕλης OF ἀν ρώπους δεδιδάγμεϑα, Comp. Athen. 
de resurr. c. 12. Tert. advers. Marc. 1.13: Ergo nec mundus 
Deo indignus, nihil etenim Deus indignum se fecit, etsi mun- 
dum homini, non sibi fecit. Orig. contra Cels. iv. 74. p. 558. 
559. and ibid 99. p. 576 : Κέλσος μὲν οὖκ λεγέτω, ὅτι οὐκ ἀνδρώπῳ, ὡς 
οὐδὲ λέοντι οὐδ᾽ οἷς ὀνομάζει. ἡμεῖς δ᾽ ἐροῦμεν, ob λέοντι ὁ δημιουργὸς, οὐδὲ ἀετῷ 
οὐδὲ δελφῖ! ταῦτα πεποίηκεν, ἀλλὰ πάντω διὰ τὸ λογικὸν δῶον. 

(4) See the objections of Cecilius ap. Minucius Felix ο. 5 flwg. 
and on the other hand the oration of Octavius, c. 17. and 18. 
c. 20. 32. and especially the beautiful passage, c. 33: Nec nobis 
de nostra frequentia blandiamur: multi nobis videmur, sed Deo 
admodum pauci sumus. Nos gentes nationesque distinguimus: 
Deo una domus est mundus hic totus. Reges tantum regni sui 
per officia ministrorum universa novere: Deo indiciis non opus 
est; non solum in oculis ejus, sed et in sinu vivimus. Comp. 
Athen. leg. c. 22. in calce. 

©) On the opinion of the Gnostic Bardesanes respecting the 
εἱμαρμένη (fate), and the influence of stars, comp. Photius Bibl. 
Cod. 223. Huseb. Prep. vi.10. Neander’s gnostiche Systeme, 
p. 198. [Neander, history of the Christ. Relig. and Church 
during the first three centuries, transl. by H. J. lose, 1. p. 97: 
“Tle (Bardesanes) therefore, although like many of those who 
inclined to Gnosticism, he busied himself with astrology, con- 
tended against the doctrine of such an influence of the stars 
(εἡμαρμένη) as should be supposed to settle the life and affairs of 
man by necessity. Eusebius in his great literary treasure house, 
the preparatio evangelica, has preserved a large fragment of 
this remarkable work; he here introduces among other things 
the Christians dispersed over so many countries, as an example 
of the absurdity of supposing that the stars irresistibly influenced 
the character of a people.” | Baur, Gnosis, p. 234. Οἱ Kiihner, 
astronomize et astrologiz in doctrina Gnostic. vestigia, P. I. 
Bardesanis Gnostici numina astralia. Hildburgh. 1889, [Comp. 
also Gieseler, 1. ὁ. 1. ὃ 46. n. 2. and Burton, Lect. on ecclesiast. 
hist. Lect. xx. p. 182—183. ] 

(6) Comp. especially the objections of Celsus in the work of 
Origen: God interferes as little with the affairs of man, as with 
those of monkeys and flies, etc., especially in 110. ivy. Though 
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Celsus was nota disciple of Epicurus, as Origen and Lucian 
would have him to be, but rather a follower of Plato (according 
to Neander [Hist. of the Ch. transl. i. 166] ), yet these expres- 
sions savour very much of Epicureanism. [Comp. Lardner, 
Works vil. 211—212.] 

@) According to ae ps there is no contrast between the 
whole and its parts in thie ‘ight of God, (comp. also Minue. Fel. 
No. 5): ἀϑρόως τε γὰρ πάντα καὶ ἕκαστον ἐν maces μιᾷ προσβολῇ προσβλέπε 
Strom. vi. p. 821. comp. the work of Origen contra Cels. 

8.) The doctrine of the concursus, asit was afterwards termed, 
is found in Clem. Strom. vi. 17. p. 821 flwg. Many things owe 
their existence to human calculation, though they are, as it 
were, kindled by God, as combustibles are kindled by the light- 
ning (τὴν evavow εἰληφότα.) ‘Thus health is preserved by medical 
skill, the carriage by fencing, riches by industrious art (yenuaric- 
ring τέχνη) 3 but the Divine πρόνοια and human συνέργεια always work 
together. 

(9) Comp. § 39. n. 8. In opposition to the Gnosties, who de- 
rived evil not from the Supreme God, but from the demiurgus, 
Treneus observes adv. Heer. iv. 39. p. 285. (iv. 76. p. 380. Gr.), 
that through the contrast of good and evil in the world, the 
former shines the more brightly. Spirits, he further remarks, 
may exercise themselves in distinguishing between good and 
evil; how could they know the former, without having some 
idea of the latter? But in a categorical manner he precludes 
all further questions: Non enim tu Deum ‘facis, sed Deus te 
facit. Siergo opera Dei es, manum artificis tui expecta, oppor- 
tune omnia facientem : opportune autem, quantum ad te attinet, 
qui efficeris. Prasta autem ei cor tuum molle et tractabile, et 
custodi figuram, qua te figuravit artifex, habens in temetipso 
humorem, ne induratus amittas vestigia digitorum ejus. ... and 
further on: Siigitur tradideris ei, quod est tuum, ὦ. 6. fidem in 
eum et subjectionem, recipies ejus artem et eris perfectum opus 
Dei: Si autem non credideris ei et fugeris manus ejus, erit causa 
imperfectionis in te, quinon obedisti, sed non in illo, qui vocavit, 
etc. At all events the best and soundest Theodicee! Toa 
speculative mind like that of Origen, the existence of evil would 
present a strong inducement to explain its origin, though he 
could not but be aware of the difficulties with which this sub- 
ject is beset. Comp. espec. de. prince. 11, 9. Opp. 1. p. 97; contra 
Celsum iy. 62. p. 551. (an extract of which is given by Rossler, 
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vol. i. p. 282 fiwg.) Different reasons are adduced in vindica- 
tion of the existence of evil in the word; thus it serves to ex- 
ercise the ingenuity of man (power of invention, etc.); but he 
draws special attention to the connection between physical and 
moral imperfections, evil and sin. Comp. the opinion of Tho- 
masius concerning the Theodicee of Origen, p. 57, 58. 


8. 49. 
ANGELOLOGY AND DEMONOLOGY. 


Suicer, thesaurus 5. v. ἄγγελος, Cotta, Disputationes 2, succinctam doc- 
trine de angelis historiam exhibentes, Tiib. 1765. 4. Schmid, Hist. 
dogm. de angelis tutelaribus, in Illgens histor. theol. Abhandlungen, 
1. p. 24. 27. Keil, de angelorum malorum et demoniorum cultu apud 
gentiles, Opuse. acad. p. 584—601. (G‘aab), Abhandlungen zur Dog- 
mengeschichte der altesten griechischen Kirche, Jena 1790. p. 97 —136. 
Usteri, paulin. Lehrbegriff, 4 edit. Appendix 3. p. 421 flwg.—[Dr. L. 
Mayer, Scriptural Idea of Angels, in Amer. Biblic. Reposit. xii, 356— 
388. Moses Stuart, Sketches of Angelology in Bibliotheca Sacra, No. 
I. Knapp, 1. ὁ. p. 180 flwg. Walter Scott, The existence of evil spi- 
rits proved, London, 2d edit. 1845. Kitto, Cyclop. of Bibl. Liter. arts. 
Angels, Demons, Satan. | 


The doctrme of Good and Evil Spirits forms an im- 
portant appendix to the chapters on creation, providence, 
and the government of the world. Concerning angels 
the general opinion is, that they constitute a part of the 
whole creation ; some however think that they took an 
active part in the work of creation, or consider them as 
the agents of special providence. ‘The doctrine of Satan 
and demons stands in close connection with the doc- 
trine of the existence of physical and moral evil in the 
world. 


§ δύ. 
THE ANGELS. 


Though the primitive church, as Origen asserts, did 
not establish any definite doctrine on this subject,(-) we 
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nevertheless meet with several declarations respecting 
the nature of angels. Thus many of the earlicr Fathers 
rejected the notion, that they had taken part in the work 
of creation,(2) and maintained, on the contrary, that they 
are created beings and ministering spirits.2:) In oppo- 
sition to the doctrine of emanation and of zeons,(+) they 
even ascribed bodies to them, which were however admit- 
ted to be composed of much finer substance than that be- 
longing to human bodies.@-) ‘The idea of guardian angels 
was connected in part with the mythical notion of ge- 
niuses.() But no traces are to be found during this 
period of a true worship of angels within the pale af the 
catholic church.) 


4.) De prince. procem. 10. Opp. 1. p. 49: Est etiam illud in ec- 
clesiastica pradicatione, esse angelos Dei quosdam et virtutes 
bonas, qui ei ministrant ad salutem hominum consummandam ; 
sed quando isti creati sint, vel quales aut quomodo sint, non 
satis In manifesto designatur. 

2) Tren, i. 22. and 24. (against the opinions of Saturninus and 
Carpocrates) comp. li. 2. p. 117: Si enim (Deus) mundi fabri- 
cator est, angelos ipse fecit, aut etiam causa creationis eorum 
ipse fuit. 

(3.) Athen. leg. ce. 10: πλῆσος ἀγγέλων καὶ λει: τουργῶν φαμεν, οὗ : ὃ 
ποιητὴς καὶ δημιουργὸς κόσμου “εὸς Osh τοῦ THE αὑτοῦ λόγου διένειμε καὶ διέ- 
σαξε περί τε τὸ στοιχεῖα εἶναι καὶ τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ τὸν κόσμον καὶ τὼ ἐν αὐτῷ 
καὶ τὴν τούτων εὐταξίαν. Comp. c. 24. Clem. Strom. vi. 17. p. 899. 
824 ; according to him the angels have received charge over pro- 
vinces, towns, etc. Clement however distinguishes the ἄγγελος, 
mim NID from the other angels and connects him in some 


degree with the Logos, though he assigns to him an inferior 
rank. Comp. Strom. vil. 2. p. 881—833. 106 also speaks of a 
mythical Angelus Jesus, Ped. i. 7. p. 133. comp. G. Bulli Def. 
fidei nic. sect. 1. cap. 1. (de Christo sub angeli forma apparente.) 
Opp. Lond. 1703. fol. p. 9. [Pye Smith, Script. Test. to the 
Mess. 1. p. 445—464.] On the employments of angels comp. 
Orig. contra Cels. v. 29. Opp.i. p. 598. and Hom. xu. in Luc. 
Opp. iii. p. 945. [knapp, 1. ο. p. 187.] 
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G) Philo had already converted those angels who are indivi- 
dually mentioned, (6. g. the Cherubim) into Divine powers. See 
Dahne, p. 227 flwg. Justin M. also informs us that in his time 
some had compared the relation in which the angels stand to 
God, to that which exists between the sun and its beams; but 
he decidedly rejects this opinion. Dial. ec. Tryph. c. 128. Comp. 
Tert. adv. Prax. c. 3. (in connection with the doctrine of the 
Trinity): Igitur si et monarchia divina per tot legiones et exer- 
citus angelorum administratur, sicut scriptum est, millies millia 
adsistebant οἱ, et millies centena millia apparebant ei: nec ideo 
unius esse desiit, ut desinat monarchia esse, quia per tanta mil- 
lia virtutum procuratur, etc. 

(8) Tert. de carne Christi, c. 6: In distinction from the earthly 
flesh of Christ they have a heavenly one, since they had not to 
come into the world, to suffer and to die. Tatian, Or. c. 15: 
Δαΐμονες δὲ πάντες σαρκίον μὲν οὐ χέκτηνται, πνευματικὴ δέ ἐστιν αὐτοῖς ἡ 
σύμπηξις, ὡς συρὸς, ὡς ἀέρος. But these ethereal bodies of the 
angels can be perceived by those only in whom the Spirit of 
God dwells, not by the natural man. In comparison with other 
creatures they might be designated incorporeal beings, and Ig- 
nat. ad Trall. calls them ἀσωμάτους φύσεις. Clement also says 
Strom, vi. 7. p. 769. that they have neither ears,.nor tongues, 
nor lips, nor entrails, nor organs of respiration, etc. Comp. 
Orig. prince. in procem. § 9, 

(Ὁ) This idea had already occurred in the Shepherd of Hermas, 
lib. ii. mand. v1.2: Δύο εἰσὶν ἄγγελοι μετὰ τοῦ dvSeuimov, εἷς τῆς δικαιοσ- 
ύνης καὶ εἷς τῆς πονηρίας" καὶ ὁ μὲν τῆς δικαιοσύνης ἄγγελος τρυφερός ἐστι καὶ 
αἰσχυντηρὸς καὶ πρᾶος καὶ ἡσύχιος. “Οταν οὖν οὗτος ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν σου ἀναβῇ, 
εὔϑέως λαλεῖ μετὰ σοῦ περὶ δικαιοσύνης, περὶ ce ae περὶ σεμνότητος καὶ HOLE? 
κείος, καὶ περὶ παντὸς ἔργου δικαίου, καὶ περὶ πάσης ἀρετῆς ἐνδόξου. Ταῦτα πάντα 
ὅταν εἰς τὴν καρδίαν σου ἀναβῇ, γίνωσκε ὅτι 7 ay T as TNS δικαιοσύνης LETH σοῦ 

ἐστιν. τούτῳ οὖν πίστευε καὶ τοῖς ἘΕ70.- αὑτοῦ, καὶ ἐγκρατὴς αὐτοῦ 2 Ὁ “Ὅρα οὖν 

A) τοῦ ἀγγέλ OU 4 THS πονηρίας : τὼ ἔργα. πρῶτον πάντων ὀξύχολός ἐστί καὶ Tle 
κρὸς καὶ ἄφρων, καὶ τὰ Eva αὐτοῦ πονηρὰ MORONS πο σοὺς δούλους τοῦ Θεοῦ. 
ὅτων αὐτὸς ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν σου ἀναβῇ, γνῶ αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τῶν ἔργων αὐτοῦ. (f'ragm. 
ex doctr. ad Antioch.) We have already seen (n. 3.) that Cle- 
ment—and also Origen—assigned to the angels the office of 
watching over provinces and towns, in accordance with the 
notion of individual guardian-angels; comp. Clem. Strom. y. 
Ῥ. 700. and vi. p. 833. and the passage quoted above from Ori- 
gen. 
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@.) Col. ii. 18. mention is made of a ϑρησκεία τῶν ἀγγέλων which 
the apostle disapproves. Justin M. Apol. i. 6. 6. speaks of the 
heavenly hosts immediately after the Son, and makes the Spirit 
to follow them; this arrangement might induce some persons 
to believe that the angels were an object of worship; but comp. 
the aforesaid treatise of Georgii, and ΜΟΙ Patrologie, p- 240. 
n.1. The latter however finds in this passage as well as π΄. 
Athen. Leg. 10. a proof of the Romish adoration of angels and 
saints) But Athenagoras (c. 16.) rejects this doctrine very de- 
cidedly in the following words: οὐ τὸς δυνάμεις τοῦ Je0d σπρασίοντες 
ϑεραπεύομεν, GAAA τὸν ποιητὴν αὐτῶν κοιὶ δεσπότην, Comp, Clem. Strom. 
vi. 5. p. 760. Orig. contra Cels. v. 4. 5. Opp. i. p. 580. and vill. 
13. ib. p. 751. [Comp. Knapp, 1. c. p.190. Gieseler, 1. § 99. 
and n. 33. *Burton, Testimonies of the Antin. Fath. to the Tri- 
nity, etc. p. 15—23. On the Gnostic worship of angels, comp. 
Burton, Bampton Lect, note 52. | 


8 51. 
SATAN AND DEMONS. 


The Bible does not represent the prince of darkness, 
or the wicked one (Devil, Satan) as an evil principle 
which existed from the beginning in opposition to a good 
principle ; but in accordance with the doctrine of One 
God, it speaks of him as a creature, viz. an angel who 
was created by. God in a state of purity and innocence, 
but voluntarily rebelled against his maker. This was 
also the view taken by the orthodox Fathers.7) Every 
thing which was opposed to the light of the gospel, and 
its developement, physical evils?) as well as the nume- 
rous persecutions of the Christians,@) was thought to be 
a work of Satan and his agents, the demons. The entire 
system of paganism, of mythology and worship,(¢) and 
according to some even philosophy,©) were supposed to 
be subject to the influence of demons. Heresies) were 
also ascribed to the same agency. Moreover some par- 
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ticular viees were considered to be the specific effects of 


individual evil spirits.7) 


1.) Concerning the appellatives 1122) cart», σατανᾶς, διάβολος, ὁ 
ae 


ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμου σούτου, δαίμονες, δαιμόνια, βεελζεβούλ, ete., the origin 
of the doctrine and its developement in the Scriptures, comp. 
de Wette biblische Dogmatik, ὃ 145—150; 212—214; 236— 
238; Baumgarten-Crusius, biblische Theologie, p. 295; von 
Colln, biblische Theologie, p. 420 ; Hirzel, Hiob, p. 16; [ Knapp, 
1. c. p. 190—203. Storr and Flatt, biblic. Theol. transl. by 
Schmucker, sect. 50. 51; Lawrence, HE. A., in Kitto, Cyclop. of 
Bibl. Lit. sub voce.] The Fathers generally adopted the notions 
already existing. Athen. leg. 24: ὡς yoo δεόν φαμεν καὶ υἱὸν τὸν 
λόγον αὐτοῦ καὶ πνεῦμω ἅγιον. .. οὕτως καὶ ἑτέρας εἶναι δυνάμεις, κατειλήμ»" 
peda περὶ τὴν ὕλην ἐχούσας καὶ δ αὐτῆς, μίαν μὲν τὴν ἀὠντίϑεον x. τ. A 
Tren. iv. 41. p. 288: Quum igitur a Deo omnia facta sunt et 
diabolus sibimet ipsi et reliquis factus est abscessionis causa, 
juste scriptura eos, qui in abscessione perseverant semper filios 
diaboli et angelos dixit maligni Tert. Ap. ὁ. 22: Atque adeo 
dicimus, esse substantias quasdam spiritales, nec nomen noyum 
est. Sciunt demonas philosophi, Socrate ipso ad dsemonii ar- 
bitrium exspectante, quidni? cum et ipsi demonium adhesisse 
a pueritia dicatur, dehortatorium plane a bono. Demonas 
sciunt poéte, et jam vulgus indoctum in usum maledicti frequen- 
tat; nam et Satanam, principem hujus mali generis, proinde de 
propria conscientia anime eadem execramenti voce pronunciat ; 
angelos quoque etiam Plato non negavit, utrlusque nominis testes 
esse vel magi adsunt. Sed quomodo de angelis quibusdam sua 
sponte corruptis corruptior gens deemonum evaserit damnata a 
Deo cum generis auctoribus et cum eo quem diximus principe, 
apud litteras sanctas ordine cognoscitur. Comp. Orig. de prince. 
procem. 6. Opp. T. 1. p. 48; according to him it is suflicient to 
believe that Satan and the demons really eaist—que autem sint 
aut quo modo sint (ecclesia) non clare exposuit. It was not 
until the following period that the Manicheans developed the 
dualistic doctrine of an evil principle in the form of a regular 
system, although traces of it may be found in some earlier 
Gnostic notions, e.g. the Jaldabaoth of the Ophites, comp. 
Neander’s gnostische Systeme, p. 233 fiwg. Baur, Gnosis, p. 
173 ἔν. [Neander, hist. of the Ch. transl. 1. p. 98 flwg. comp. 
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Norton, 1. 6. ii. p. 57—62.| In opposition to this dualistic view 
Origen maintains that the devil and his angels are creatures of 
God, though not created as devils, but as spiritual beings. Con- 
tra Cels. iv. 65. Opp. 1. p. 553. 

@) Tertullian and Origen agree in ascribing failures of crops, 
drought, famine, pestilence, and murrain to’the influence of de- 
mons. Tert. Apol. ὁ. 22. (operatio eorum est hominis eversio.) 
Orig. contra Cels. viii. 31, 32. Opp. 1. p. 764, 65. He calls the 
evil spirits the executioners of God (δήμιοι.) Demoniacal pos- 
sessions were still considered as a phenomenon of special im- 
portance (as in the times of the New Test.) Minuc. Fel. ο. 27: 
irrepentes etiam corporibus occulte, ut spiritus tenues, morbos 
fingunt, terrent mentes, membra distorquent. Concerning these 
δαιμονιόληπτοι, μαιμόνενοι, ἐνεργούμενοι, comp. in particular Const. apost. 
lib. viii. c. 7. A rationalistic explanation is given in the Cle- 
mentine Hom. ix. Sel BE Odey πολλοὶ οὐκ εἰδότες πόϑεν ἐνεργοῦνται, ταῖς τῶν 
δαιμόνων κωκαῖς ὑποβαλλομένωις ἐπινοίαις, ὡς τῷ τῆς Ψυχῆς αὐτῶν λογισμῷ 
συντίϑενται. Comp. moreover, Orig. ad Matth. xvii. ὅ. Opp. T. 
ii. p. 574 flwg. de prine. ii. 2. Opp. T. i. p. 188 flwg. (de con- 
trariis potestatibus.) Schnitzer, p. 198 flwg. ; Thomasius, p. 184 
flwg., and the passages cited there; [ Knapp, p. 201; Denham, 
in Kitto, 1. ὁ. sub Demoniaces. | 

@) Justin M. Apol. c. 5.12. 14. (quoted by Usteri, 1. ὁ. p. 
421.) Minuc. Fel. 1. c.: Ideo inserti mentibus imperitorum 
odium nostri serunt occulte per timorem. Naturale est enim et 
odisse quem timeas et quem metueris infestare si possis. Jus- 
tin M. Apol. i. towards the commencement, and c.6. Comp. 
Orig. exhort. ad Martyr. § 18. 32.42. Opp. T. 1. p. 286. 294. 
302. But Justin M. Apol. 1. 6. 5. ascribes the procedures 
against Socrates also to the hatred of the demons. The obser- 
vation of Justin quoted by Irenzeus (advers. heer. v. c. 26. p. 
324. and Euseb. iv. 18.) is very remarkable : ὅτι πρὸ μὲν τῆς τοῦ 
'χυρίου παρουσίας οὐδέποτε ἐτόλμησεν ὁ Σατανᾶς βλασφημῆσαι τὸν Θεὸν, ἅτε 
μηδέπω εἰδὼς αὑτοῦ τὴν κατάκρισιν; (comp. Epiph. in her. Sethianor. 
Ῥ' 289), thus the efforts of the powers of darkness against the 
rapidly spreading Christian religion could be explained the 
more satisfactorily. 

“) Ep Barn. c. 16.18. Justin M. Apol.i. 12. and elsewhere ; 
Tatian, c. 12. 20. and elsewhere (comp. Daniel, p. 162 fiwg.) ; 
Athen. leg. c. 26. Tert. Apol. c. 22. Minuc. Fel. Octav. c. 27. 
1. Clem. Al. Cohort. p. 7. Origen contra Cels. 111. 28. 37. 69. 
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iv. 36. 92. vy. 5. vil. 64. viii. 30. The demons are present in par- 
ticular at the offering of sacrifices, and sip in the smoke of the 
burat-offering, they speak out of the oracles, and rejoice in the 
licentiousness and excess which accompany these festivals. 

6) According to Minue. Fel. ο. 26. the demon of Socrates was 
one of those evil demons. Clement also says of a sect of Christ- 
jans, Strom. 1. 1. Ὁ. 326: οἱ δὲ καὶ πρὸς κακοῦ ἂν τὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἰςδεδυ- 
κέναι τὸν βίον νομίζουσιν, ἐπὶ λύμῃ τῶν ἀνδοώπων, πρός τινος εὑρετοῦ πονηροῦ, 
which is manifestly nothing but an euphemism for διαύλου, comp. 
Strom. vi. 822 ; πῶς οὖν οὐκ ἄτοπον τὴν ἀταξίαν καὶ τὴν ἀδικίαν προσνέμοντοας 
τῷ διαβόλῳ, ἐναρέτου πράγματος τοῦτον, τῆς φιλοσοφίας, δωτῆρα ποιεῖν ; comp. 
also Strom. i. 17. p. 366. and the note in the edit. of Potter. 
Astrology, ete. was also ascribed to demoniacal influence. 

©) Comp. Justin M. Apol. 1. 56.58. Cyprian de unitate ec- 
clesie, p. 105: Heereses invenit (diabolus) et schismata, quibus 
subverteret fidem, veritatem corrumperet, scinderet unitatem, 
ete. 

7.) Hermas, ii. 6. 2. comp. the preceding §. Justin M. Apol. 
11. 6. 5. (Usteri, p. 423.) . . . καὶ εἰς avSeurous φύνους, πολέμους, μοιχείας, 
οκολασίας καὶ πᾶσαν κακίαν ἔσπειραν. Clem. of Alex. designates as 
the most malicious and most pernicious of all demons the greedy 
belly-demon (xo:Assdaizova λεχνότατον), who 15 related to the one who 
is effective in ventriloquists (τῷ ἐγγαστριμύθῳ.) Peed. ἢ. 1. p. 174. 
Origen follows Hermas in classifying the demons according te 
the vices which they represent, and thus prepares the way for 
more sober and rational views, gradually to convert the concrete 
ideas of devils into abstract notions. Comp. hom. 15. in Jesum 
Nave Opp. T. ii. p. 484: Unde mihi videtur esse infinitus qui- 
dem numerus: contrariarum virtutum, pro eo quod per singulos 
pene homines sunt spiritus aliqui, diversa in 115 peccatorum ge- 
nera molientes. Verbi causa, est aliquis fornicationis spiritus, 
est ire spiritus alius, est avaritize spiritus, alius vero superbiee. 
Et si eveniat esse aliquem hominem, qui his omnibus malis aut 
etiam pluribus agitetur, omnes hos vel etiam plures in se habere 
inimicos putandus est spiritus. Comp. also the subsequent part, 
where it is said not only that every vice has its respective chief 
demon, but also that every vicious person is possessed with a 
demon who is in the service of the chief demon. Others refer 
both moral defects, and physical impulses, as the sexual impulse, 
to the devil; Origen however objects to this notion, de prine. 
lily 2,12,°O. pps ee 0.0. 
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ὃ 52. 
THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 


The Fathers differ in their opinions respecting the 
particular sin which caused the apostacy of the demons.(!) 
Some thought that it was envy and pride,@) others 
supposed lasciviousness and intemperance.@-) But it is 
of practical importance to notice, that the church never 
held that the devil can compel any soul to commit sin, 
without its own consent.) Origen went so far that, 
contrary to general opinion, he did not even take from 
Satan all hope of future pardon.©.) 


(4) The Fathers do not agree with regard to the time δῦ 
which this event took place. On the supposition that the devil 
did seduce our first parents, it 1s necessary to assign an earlier 
date to his apostacy than the fall of man. But according to 
Tatian, orat. c. 11. the fall of Satan was the punishment which 
was inflicted upon him in consequence of the part he had, taken 
in the first sin of man (comp. Daniel, p.187.and 196.) From the 
language of Irenzus (comp. ἢ. 2.) one might almost suspect 
that he entertained similar views; but 1015 more probable that he 
fixed upon the period which elapsed between the creation of 
man and his temptation as the time when the devil apostatized. 
Thus Cyprian says, de dono patient. p. 218: Diabolus hominem 
ad imaginem Dei factum impatienter tulit; inde et periit primus 
et perdidit. 

@) Tren. adv. heer. iv. 40.3. p. 287: ἐδήλωσε τὸ πλάσμα τοῦ ϑεοῦ 
and Cyprian 1. 6. Orig. in Ezek. Hom. 9. 2. Opp. T. iii. p. 
389.: Inflatio, superbia, arrogantia peccatum diaboli est et ob 
hee delicta ad terras migravit de celo. Comp. Phot. Bibl. Cod. 
324, p. 293., Bekker (248g), : 

Ὁ) The passage in Gen. vi. 2. (according to the reading 
οἱ ἄγγελοι τοῦ “τοῦ instead of οἱ υἱοὶ rod Je0d) had already been ap- 
plied to the demons, and their intercourse with the daughters 
of men. (Comp. Wernsdorf, Exercitatio de commercio Ange- 
lorum cum filabus hominum ab Judeis et Patribus platoni- 
zantibus credito. Viteb. 1742. 4. Keil. opusc. p. 566 flwe. 
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Minscher edit. by Colln, p. 89. 90. Suicer s. v. ἄγγελος I. p. 36. 
and ἐγρήγορος p. 1003.) This however can refer only to the later 
demons who became subject to the devil, and not to the apostacy 
of Satan himself, which falls in an earlier period (n. 1.) Con- 
cerning the apparent parachronism comp. Miinscher Handb. u. 
p- 30. 81. In accordance with this notion Clement Strom. ill. 
7. p. 538. designates the ἀκρασία and ἐπιϑυμία. as the causes of 
the fall.—The before stated views on pagan worship and the 
temptation to sensuality (§ 51. and ibid. n. 7.) were connected 
with the notions respecting the intercourse of the demons with 
the daughters of men. The fallen angels betrayed the 
mysteries of revelation to them, though in an imperfect and 
corrupt form, and the heathen have their philosophy from these 
women. Comp. Clem. Strom. vi. 1. p. 650. 

4) Hermas, lib. ii. mand. 7.: Diabolum autem ne timeas, 
timens enim Dominum, dominaberis illius, quia virtus in illo 
nulla est. In quo autem virtus non est, is ne timendus quidem 
est; in quo vero virtus gloriosa est, is etiam timendus est. 
- Omnis enim virtutem habens timendus est: nam qui virtutem 
non habet, ab omnibus contemnitur. Time plane facta Diaboli, 
quoniam maligna sunt: metuens enim Dominum timebis et opera 
Diaboli non facies, sed abstinebis te ab eis, comp. 12.5: Potest 
autem Diabolus luctari, sed vincere non potest. Si enim 
resistitur, fugiet a vobis confusus.—[ For as a man, when he 
fills up vessels with good wine, and among them puts a few 
vessels half full, and comes to try and taste of the vessels, does 
not try those that are full, because he knows that they are 
good; but tastes those that are half full, lest they should 
grow sour: so the devil comes to the servants of God to try 
them. They that are full of faith resist him stoutly, and he de- 
parts from them, because he finds no place where to enter into 
them: then he goes to those that are not full of faith, and be- 
cause he has place of entrance, he goes into them, and does 
what he will with them, and they become his servants. Hermas 
12. 5. Archbp. Wake’s transl.| Comp. Tatian c. 16: Δαλμονές δὲ 
οἱ τοῖς ἀν)ρώποις ἐπιτάττοντες, οὔκ εἶσιν αἱ τῶν ἀν)ρώπων ψυχαὶ x τ. A, 
Tren. 11. c. 82. 4. p. 166. Tert. Apol. c. 23. Orig. de prine. iii. 
2. 4. contra Cels. 1. 6. and νη]. 86. Opp. 1. p. 769: ἀλλ᾽ οὐ χριστι- 
ανὸς, ὁ ἀληγῶς χριστιανὸς καὶ ὑποτάξας ἑαυτὸν μόνῳ τῷ Seq καὶ τῷ λόγῳ 


αὐτοῦ rae τι ἂν ὑπὸ τῶν δαιμονίων. ἅτε χρείττων δαιμωύ συγχώνο d 
rou Tas r Us . ἅτε χρεΐτε "μόνων τυγχάνων, an 
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in libr. Jesu Nave xy. 6. In the former passage de prince. 
Origen calls those weak (simpliciores) who believe that 
sin would not exist, if no devil existed.—Along with the moral 
power of faith, and the.efficacy of prayer, the magic effects of the 
sign of the cross, etc. were relied on. But what was at first no- 
thing more than a symbol of the power of faith itself, became 
afterwards a mechanical opus operatum. 

6.) Even Clement, Strom. i. 17. p. 367. says: ὁ δὲ διάβολος 
αὐτεξούσιος ὧν καὶ μετανοῆσωι οἷός τε ἦν καὶ κλέψαι καὶ ὁ αἴτιος αὐτὸς τῆς 
κλοπῆς, oY ὁ μὴ κωλύσας κύριος: but from these words it is not 
quite evident, whether he means to say that the devil is yet 
capable of being converted. The general opinion on this 
point is expressed in the following passage, ἡ τῶν δαιμόνων ὑπόστασις 
οὐκ ἔχει μετανοίας τόπον: Tatian orat. ὁ, 15. comp. also Justin 
dialog. c. Tryph. c. 141.— Origen himself did not very clearly 
propound his views. De prince. iii. c. 6. 5. Opp. 1. p. 154. 
(Miinscher ed. by Colln, p. 97) he speaks of the last enemy, 
death : but it is evident from the context, that he there identi- 
fies death with the devil; he speaks of a substance which the 
Creator would not destroy, but heal. Thomasius, p. 187. On 
the possibility of the conversion of the other demons, comp. 1. 
6. 8. Opp. 1. p. 70: Jam vero si aliqui ex his ordinibus, qui sub 
principatu diaboli agunt, ac malitie ejus obtemperant, poterunt 
aliquando in futuris seculis converti ad bonitatem, pro eo quod 
est in ipsis liberi facultas arbitrii? ... 


THIRD SECTION. 


ANTHROPOLOGY. 


8 53. 


INTRODUCTION. 


The material design of Christianity, and the essential 
condition of all further developement, is to turn the at- 
tention of man to himself, and to bring him to the know- 
ledge of his own nature.) Qn this account the first 
object οἵ Christian anthropology should be to determine 
not what man is in respect to his natural life, and his re- 
lation to the surrounding visible creation, but rather 
what he is in respect to his spiritual and moral condition, 
and his relation to God and Divine things. But since 
the higher and spiritual nature of man is intimately con- 
nected with the organism of body and soul, it was 
necessary that a system of theological anthropology should 
be constructed on the basis of physical and psychical an- 
thropology, which forms a part of natural SOs: 
and philosophy, properly speaking, rather than of theo- 
logy. The history of doctrines therefore must also con- 
sider the opinions relative to the natural relations of 
man.) 


(1) Comp. Clem. Peed. iii. i. p- 250; Ἦν dew ὡς ἔοικε πάντων 
μέγιστων μωλημάτων τὸ γνῶναι αὑτόν" ἑαυτὸν γάρ τις ἐὰν γνῴη, “εὸν εἴσεται. 

©) At first sight it might appear indifferent in regard to theo- 
logy, whether man consists of two or three parts, yet this dis- 
tinction was intimately connected with the theological defini- 
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tions of liberty, immortality, etc. This is the case also with 
the doctrine of pre-existence, in opposition to Traducianism and 
Creatianism relative to original sin, etc. 


8 54. 
DIVISION OF MAN AND PRACTICAL PSYCHOLOGY. 


Keil, Opuse. Academ. p. 618—647. 


That man is composed of body and soul, 15 a fact of 
which we are conscious by experience previous to all 
‘speculation, and before endeavouring to express it by a 
more precise, scientific term. But it is more difficult to 
define the relation between body and soul, and to assign 
to either its particular sphere. As the Logos was 
thought to be the medium by which God was connected 
with the world, so some (ina similar platonizing manner ) 
considered the ψυχὴ as forming the medium between the 
purely spiritual in man, the higher and ideal principle of 
reason, and the purely animal, the grosser and sensual 
principle of his carnal nature. ‘They also imagined that 
this notion of a human trias was supported by the lan- 
guage of Seripture.(-) Some of the earlier Fathers,@,) 
and those of the Alexandrian school in particular,@-) 
adopted this trichotomistic division, while Tertullian ad- 
hered to the old opinion, according to which man consists 
of body and soul only.“ Some of the Gnostic sects, 
6. 4. the Valentimians, so perverted the trichotomistic 
division, as to divide men themselves into three classes, 
the χοϊκο), ψυχικοὶ, and πνευματικοὶ, according as one or the 
other of the three constituents preponderated, or 
prevailed to the apparent exclusion of the others. 
Thus they destroyed the bond of union by which all 
men were made brethren in Christ.) 


[) Wa “ap TIM, σὰρξ, ψυχὴ, πνεῦμα. Comp. the works on 


bibl. reel an the commentaries on 1 Thess. y. 23; Heb. iy, 
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12. etc. also Ackermann, Studien und Kritiken, 1839. 1], 
part 4. 

®) Justin M. fragm. de resurr. § 10: οἶκος τὸ σῶμα Ψυχῆς, πνεύ- 
ματος δὲ ψυχὴ οἶκος. Τὼ τρία ταῦτα τοῖς ἐλπίδα εἰλικρινῇ καὶ πίστιν 
ἀδιάκριτον ἐν τῷ Sew ἔχουσι σωϑήσεται. Comp. Dial. cum Tryph. § 4. 
Tatian contra Greece. or. c. 7. 12. 15. Iren. ν. 6.1. Ρ. 299 : anima 
autem et spiritus pars hominum esse possunt, homo autem 
nequaquam : perfectus autem homo commixtio et adunitio est 
anime: assumentis spiritum Patris et admixta ei carni, que est 
plasmata secundum imaginem Dei. Comp.v. 8. 2. Accordingly 
it is not every man who is composed of three parts, but he only 
who has received the gift of the Holy Spirit, as the third part. 

G3) Clem. Strom. vii. 12. p. 880. where he makes a distinction 
between the ψυχὴ λογικὴ and the ψυχὴ cwuariny ; he mentions 
besides a tenfold division of man (analogous to the decalogue,) 
ibid. vi. 16. p. 808: ἔστι δὲ nal δεκάς τις περὶ τὸν ἄνδρωπον αὐτὸν, τὰ τε 
ἀισλητήριω πέντε καὶ τὸ φωνητικὸν καὶ τὸ σπερμοιτικὸν" καὶ τοῦτο δὴ ὕγδοον τὸ 
κατὰ τὴν πλάσιν πνευματικὸν" ἔννατον δὲ τὸ ἡγεμονικὸν τῆς Ψυχῆς" καὶ δέκατον 
σὸ διὰ τῆς πίστεως προσγινόμενον ἁγίου πνεύματος χαρακτηριστιχὸν ἰδίωμα κιτ.λ. 
The more general division into body, soul, and spirit, forms how- 
ever the basis of this one. Clement after the example of Plato 
(comp. Justin M. Coh. ad Gr. 6.) divides the soul itself into 
these three faculties; τὸ λογιστικὸν (νοερὸν), τὸ ϑυμιχὸν, τὸ ἐπιϑυμητικόν͵ 
Peed. ii. 1. ab init. p. 250. The faculty of perception is sub- 
divided into four different functions: αὔσϑησις, νοῦς, ἐπιστήμη, 
ὑπόληψις. Strom. i. 4. p. 435. Clement regards body and soul 
as διάφορα, but not as ἐναντία, so that neither the soul is good as 
such, nor the body is evil as such. Comp. Strom. iv. 26. p. 
639. Jor the psychology of Origen, comp. de prince. iii. 3. 
Opp. 1. p. 145. (Redepenn. p. 296—3806.) On the question 
whether Origen did indeed believe in the existence of two souls 
in man? see Schnitzer, p. 219 flwg. Thomasius, p. 190. 193— 
195. In the view of Origen ψυχὴ as such, which he derivesfrom 
pixeotos, holds the medium between body and spirit. He af- 
firms to have met with no passage in the Sacred Scriptures, in 
which the soul as such is favourably spoken of, while on the 
contrary it is frequently condemned, de prine. ii. 8. 3—5. Opp. 
i. Ὁ. 95 fiwg. (Redep. p. 211 flwg.) But this does not prevent 
him from comparing the soul to the Son, when he draws a com- 
parison between the human and the Divine trias, ibid. § 5.— 
For the trichotomistic division comp. also Comment. in Matth. 


ORIGIN OF THE SOUL. 143 


T. xiii. 2. Opp. iii. p. 570, and other passages in Munscher ed. by 
von Colln, i. p. 519. 820. Origen sometimes employs the simple 
term man to denote the higher spiritual nature in man, so that 
he appears not so much to consist of body and soul, as to be the 
soul itself which governs the body as a mere instrument, contra 
Cels. vii. 88 : ἄνθρωπος, τουτέστι Yuya χρωμένη σώματι (comp. Photius 
Cod. 234. Epiph. her. 64. 17.) Consequently he calls the 
soul homo homo = homo interior, in Num. xxiv. comp. Thom- 
asius, 1. ¢. 

4) De anima c. 10. 11. 20. 21. 22. adv. Hermog. c. 11. and 
Neander, Antignosticus, p. 457. Concerning the importance 
which from his practical position he attached to the senses (the 
key to his theological opinions) comp. ibid. p. 452 flwg. 

©) Tren. 1. 5. 5. comp. also Neander’s gnostische Systeme, p. 
127 flwg. Baur, Gnosis, 158 flwg. 168 flwg. 489 flwg. 679 flwg. 


ORIGIN OF THE SOUL. 


The inquiry into the origin of the human soul, and the 
mode of its union to the body, seems to belong solely to 
metaphysics, and to have no bearing whatever upon reli- 
gion.) But in a religious pomt of view it is always of | 
importance, that the soul should be considered as a being 
which has derived its existence from God. This doctrine 
was maintained by the catholic church in opposition to 
the Gnostic theory of emanations,?@) to which the opinion 
of Origen concerning the pre-existence of the soul is 
closely allied.@) On the contrary Tertullian asserted 
the propagation of the soul per traducem in accordance 
with his realistico-material conceptions of its corporeity.@) 


() Accordingly Origen says de prince. procm. 5. Opp. 1. p. 
48: De anima vero utrum ex seminis traduce ducatur, ita ut 
ratio ipsius vel substantia inserta ipsis seminibus corporalibus 
habeatur, an vero aliud habeat initium, et hoe ipsum initium si 
genitum est aut non genitum, vel certe si extrinsecus corpori 
inditur, necne: non satis manifesta predicatione distinguitur. 
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@) Traces of the theory of emanation are found in the writ- 
ings of some of the earlier Fathers. Justin M. fragm. de resurr. 
11; ἡ μὲν ψυχή ἐστιν ἄφϑαρτος, μέρος οὖσα τοῦ ϑεοῦ καὶ ἐμφύσημα. Comp. 
the Clementine Homilies, Hom. xvi. 12. On the other hand 
Clement of Alex. adheres to the idea of a created being. -Coh. 
Ῥ. 78 : μόνος ὁ τῶν ὅλων δημιουργὸς ὁ ἀριστοτέχνας πατὴρ τοιοῦτον ἄγαλμα 
ἔμψυχον ἡμᾶς, τὲν ἄνδρωπον ἔπλασεν, and Strom. u. 16. p. 467. 468. 
where he rejects the phrase μέρος Θεοῦ, which some have employ- 
ed, in accordance with the principle: Θεὸς οὐδεμίαν ἔχει πρὸς ἡμᾶς 
φυσικὴν σχέσιν, Comp. Orig. in Joh. T. xiii. 25. Opp. T. iv. p. 
235: σφόδρα ἐστὶν ἀσεβὲς ὁμοούσιον rH ἀγεννήτῳ φύσει καὶ παμμακαρίω EVGA 
λέγειν τοὺς προςκυνοῦντας ἐν πνεύματι τῷ Θεῷ, Comp. de prine. Th Te LB 

(3) Clemens Coh. p, 6: πρὸ δὲ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου καταβολῆς ἡμεῖς οἱ τῷ 
δεῖν cosodas ἐν αὐτῷ πρότερον γεγεννημένοι τῷ Θεῷ" τοῦ Θεοῦ λόγου τὰ λογικὰ 
πλάσματοω ἡμεῖς" δι’ ὃν ἀρχαΐξομεν, ὅτι ἐν ἀρχῇ ὁ λόγος ἦν ; this perhaps 
should rather be understood in an ideal sense. But Origen, fol- 
lowing the example of the Pythagorzean and Platonic schools as 
well as of the later Jewish theology, speaks of the pre-existence 
of the soul as something real. (Comp. Epiph. heer. 64. 4: τὴν ψυχὴν 
γὰρ τὴν ἀνϑρωπείαν λέγει xeoiraeyev,) He reconciles his doctrine 
with human liberty and Divine justice by maintaining that the 
soul entering into the bodies of men suffers punishment for for- 
mer sins. Comp. de princ.i. 7.4. Opp.i. p. 72. (Redep. p. 
151. Schnitzer, p. 72.)—“ If the origin of the human soul were 
coeval with that of the body, how could it happen that Jacob 
supplanted his brother in the womb, and John leaped in the 
womb at the salutation of Mary? ete.” Comp. also T. xv. in 
Matth. c. 34. 35. in Matth. xx. 6.7. Opp. T. iii. p. 703. and 
Comment. in Joh. T.11. 25. Opp. iv. p. 85. 

(2). De anima c. 19.: Et si ad arbores provocamur, amplecte- 
mur exemplum. $i quidem et illis, needum arbusculis, sed sti- 
pitibus adhuc et surculis etiam nunc, simul de scrobibus oriun- 
tur, Inest propria vis anime ....... quo magis hominis? 
cujus anima, velut surculus quidam ex matrice Adam in propa- 
ginem deducta et genitalibus feminze foveis commendata cum 
omni sua paratura, pullulabit tam intellectu quam sensu Ὁ Men- 
tior, si non statim infans ut vitam vagitu salutavit, hoc ipsum se 
testatur sensisse atque intellexisse, quod natus est, omnes simul 
ibidem dedicans sensus, et luce visum et sono auditum et hu- 
more gustum et aere odoratum et terra tactum. Ita prima illa 
vox de primis sensuum ct de primis intellectuum pulsibus cogi- 
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tins Wen ae Kt hic itaque concludimus, omnia naturalia anime, 
ut substantiva ejus, ipsi inesse et cum ipsa procedere atque pro- 
ficere, ex quo ipsa censetur, sicut et Seneca szepe noster (de 
benef. iv. 6.) : Insita sunt nobis omnium artium et etatum semi- 
na etc. comp. c. 27. Neander Antignost. p. 455. 


ὃ 56. 
THE IMAGE OF GOD. 


Both the excellencies of the body, and the higher moral 
and religious nature of man which were frequently point- 
ed out by the Fathers,() are beautifully and appropriate- 
ly described in the simple words of Scripture (Gen. i. 
27.) “So God created man in his own image, in the 
image of God created he him.’ This expression con- 
tinued to be employed by the church.@) But it was a 
point of no little difficulty precisely to determine, in what 
the image of God consists. ‘The notion that even the 
body of man is created after the image of God,@ arose 
out of the impossibility of making an exact distinction 
between body and soul, and was held by some in a more 
literal, by others in a more figurative sense, while some 
again rejected it altogether. All parties however ad- 
mitted as a matter of course, that the image of God has a 
special reference to the spiritual faculties of man. But 
inasmuch as there is a great difference between the 
mere natural dispositions, and their developement by the 
free use of the powers which have been granted to men, 
several writers, among whom Irenzeus, and especially Cle- 
ment and Origen, distinguished between the image of 
God, and resemblance to God. The latter can only 
be obtained by a mental conflict (in an ethical point of 
view, ) or is bestowed upon man as a gift of sovereign 
mercy by union with Christ (in a religious aspect.) (4) 

L 
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(.) Tren. iv. 29. p. 285 : ἔδει δὲ τὸν ἄνϑρωπον πρῶτον γενέσλαι, καὶ γενό- 
μενον αὐξῆσαι, καὶ αὐξήσαντα ἀνδρωδῆναι, καὶ ἀνδρωλέντα πληϑυνϑῆναι, καὶ 
“ληϑυνλέντα ἐνισχῦσαι, καὶ ἐνισχύσαντα δοξασθῆναι, καὶ δοξασϑέντα ἰδεῖν τὸν 
ἑαυτοῦ δεστότην. Min. Fel. 17. and 18. ab init. Tatian. Or. contra Gr. 
6. 12. and 19. Clem. Coh. p. 78. According to the latter, man 
is the most beautiful hymn to the praise of the Deity, p. 78. a 
heavenly plant (φύτον οὐράνιον) p. 80. and generally speaking the 
principal object of the love of God. Ped. 1. 3. p. 102. comp. 
p. 158. Peed. iil. 7. p. 276: φύσει γὰρ ὁ ἄνδρωπος ὑψηλόν ἐστι ζῶον καὶ 
γαῦρον καὶ τοῦ καλοῦ ζητητικόν, 10. ili. 8. p. 292. But all the good 
he possesses 1s not innate in such a manner as that it ought not 
to be developed by instruction (wé3yorc.) Comp. Strom. 1. 6. p. 
336. iv. 23. p. 632. vi. 11. p. 788. vil. 4. p. 839. and the passages 
on human liberty which will be found below. 

(32) Some of the Alexandrian theologians however, wishing to 
speak more accurately, taught, that man had been created not 
so much after the image of God himself, as after the image of 
the Logos, an image after an image! Coh. p. 78.: Ἢ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ 
S200 εἰκὼν ὁ λόγος αὐτοῦ, KEI υἱὸς τοῦ νοῦ γνήσιος ὁ δεῖος λόγος, φωτὸς ἀρχέτυ- 
πον φῶς" εἰκὼν δὲ τοῦ λόγου ὁ ἄνδρωπος" οἰληηλινὸς ὁ νοῦς ὁ ἐν νϑοώπῳ, ὁ κατ᾿ 
εἰκόνω τοῦ Seod καὶ καὶ’ ὁμοίωσιν διὰ τοῦτο γεγενῆσλαι λεγόμενος, τῇ κατὰ 
καρδίαν φρονήσει τῷ είῳ παρεικοαζόμενος λόγῳ, καὶ ταύτῃ λογικός. Comp. 
Strom. v. 14. p. 703. and Orig. Comment. in Joh. p. 941. Opp. 
T. iv. p. 19. 51. in Luc. hom. vii. Opp. T. ii. 

(3) This idea was connected with another, according to which 
God was supposed to possess a body (see above), or with the no- 
tion that the body of Christ had been the image after which the 
body of man had been created. (The author of the Clementine 
Homilies also thought that the body in particular bore the image 
of God, comp. Piper on Melito, |. c. p. 74. 75.) Tert. de carne 
Christi c. 6. adv. Mare. v. 8. ady. Prax. 12. Neander Antign. Ῥ. 
407 flwg. The more spiritual view was, that the life of the soul, 
partaking of the Divine nature, shines through the physical or- 
ganism, and is reflected especially on the countenance of man, 
in his looks, etc. Tatian Or. c. 15. (Worth. ο. 24.): ψυχὴ μὲν οὖν 
ἡ τῶν ἀνλρώπων πολυμερής ἐστι καὶ οὐ μυονομερήῆς. Συνδετὴ (al. συνετὴ ACH 
cording to Fronto Ducaus, comp. Daniel p. 202): γάρ ἐστιν ὡς εἶναι 
φονερὰν αὐτὴν διὰ σώματος, οὔτε γὰρ ἂν αὐτὴ φανείη ποτὲ χωρὶς σώματος οὔτε 
ἀνίσταται ἡ σὰρξ χωρὶς ψυχῆς. Clem. coh. p. 52. Strom. v. 14. p. 708.: 
Ψυχὴν δὲ τὴν λογικὴν ἄνωδεν ἐμπ'ευσϑῆναι ὑπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰς πρόσωπον. On 
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this account the Fathers of the Alexandrian school very decid- 
edly oppose the material conception of a bodily copy of the Di- 
vine image. Clem. Strom. ii. 19. p.483.: τὸ γὰρ κατ’ εἰκόνα καὶ 
ὁμοίωσιν, ὡς καὶ Tododsv εἰρήκαμεν, οὐ τὸ κατὰ σῶμα μηνύεται" οὐ γὰρ ϑέμις 
ἡνητὸν ὠϑανάτῳ ἐξομοιοῦ σαι" ολλ᾽ ἢ xara νοῦν καὶ λογισμόν. On the other 
hand it is indeed remarkable that the same Clement, Peed. i. 10. 
p- 220. should recognize the image of God in the procreative 
power of man, which others connect with the existence of evil 
spirits (δ 51.) εἰκὼν ὁ ἄνρωπος τοῦ “εοῦ γίνεται, naro εἰς γένεσιν ἀν)ρώπου 
ἄνδρωπος συνεργεῖ: Origen refers the Divine image exclusively to 
the spirit of man, c. Cels. vi. Opp.i. p. 680 and Hom. 1: in Genes. 
Opp. atin peor: 

“) The tautological phrase Gen. i. 26. WOYD WMV 


induced the Fathers to make an arbitrary distinction between 
poy (εἰκών) and Nd (ὁμοίωσις.) comp. Schott, Opuscul. T. 11. Pp. 


66 ss. Ireneus adv. Her. v. 6. p. 299. v.16. p. 313.: Ey rois 
πρόσεν χρόνοις ἐλέγετο μὲν κατ᾽ εἰκόνα Θεοῦ γεγονέναι τὸν ἄνϑρωπον, οὐχ ἐδεί- 
κνυτο δέ" ἔτι yao ἀόρατος ἦν ὁ λόγος, οὗ κατ᾽ εἰκόνω ὁ ἄνλοωπος ἐγεγόνει. διὼ 
TOUTO δὴ καὶ τὴν ὁμοίωσιν ῥῳδίως ἐπ πέβαλεν. ὁπότε ὃς omc ἐγένετο ὁ λόγος, σοῦ 
Θεοῦ ra ἀμφότερα ἐπεκύρωσε' καὶ γὼρ καὶ τὴν εἰκόνα ἔδειξεν ἀληνῶς, αὐτὸς 
τοῦτο γενόμενος ὅπερ ἦν ἡ εἰκὼν αὐτοῦ" καὶ τὴν ὁμοίωσιν βεβαίως κατέστησε συνεζ- 
ομοιώσας τὸν ἄνλοωπον τῷ ἀοράτῳ πατρί. According to some the lan- 
guage of Clem. Strom. ii. p. 499. (418. Sylb.) implies that the 
image of God is communicated to man εὐθέως xara τὴν γένεσιν, and 
that he obtains the resemblance ὕστερον κατὰ τὴν τελείωσι, Accord- 
ing to Tert. de bapt. c. 5. man attains unto resemblance to God 
by baptism. According to Origen, who everywhere insists upon 
the spontaneity of man, the resemblance of God which is to be 
obtained, consists in this, ut (homo) ipse sibi eam propriz indus- 
trie studiis ex Dei imitatione conscisceret, cum possibilitate sibi 
perfectionis in initiis data per imaginis dignitatem in fine demum 
per operum expletionem perfectam sibi ipse similitudinem con- 
summaret, de prince. 11. 6.1. Opp. T. 1. p. 152. (Red. p. 317. 
Schnitzer p. 236.) Comp. contra Cels. iv. 20. p. 522. 23. But 
Origen also uses both terms without making any perceptible dis- 
tinction, Hom. ii. in Jer. Opp. T. iii. p. 137. 
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§ 57. 
LIBERTY AND IMMORTALITY. 
a. Liberty. 


Liberty and immortality are those qualities of the hus 
man mind in which the image of God manifests itself. 
This was the doctrine of the primitive church, which is 
confirmed by the consciousness of every Christian, All 
the Greek Fathers, the apologists Justin,() Tatian,@) 
Athenagoras,@) Theophilus,¢) and the Latin Father 
Minucius Felix,(5.) as well as the theologians of the Alex- 
andrian school, Clement) and Origen,(7-) represent the 
αὐτεξούσιον Of the human soul with all the early warmth and 
freshness of hellenistic idealism, and know nothing of im- 
putation of sin apart from voluntary self-determination. 
Even Ireneus() and Tertullian,®) although the former 
was opposed to speculation, and the latter possessed an 
austere disposition, strongly assert this hberty from a 
practico-moral point of view. None but heretics ven- 
tured to maintain that man is subject to the influence of 
a foreign power (the stars, or the cisaguém. )U") But it was 
on this very account that they met with decided opposi- 
tion on the part of the whole church. 


(L) Justin. Apol. 1. ὁ. 43.: Οὐ γὰρ ὥσπερ τοὶ ἄλλα, οἷον δένδρα καὶ τε- 
τράποδα μηδὲν δυνάμενα προαιρέσει πράττειν, ἐποίησεν ὁ Θεὸς τὸν ἄνδρωπον" οὐδὲ 
yao ἦν ἄξιος ὠμοιβῆς ἤ ἐπαίνου, οὐκ ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ ἑλόμενος τὸ ὠγαϑὸν, CAAA τοῦτο 
γενόμενος, οὐδ᾽ εἰ κακὸς ὑπῆρχε δικαίως κολάσεως ἐτύγχανεν, οὐκ ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ 

» ay Ia 5. 9 i f io vd ae δι Ὁ] id 
σοιοῦτος ὧν, GAA οὐδὲν δυνάμενος εἶναι! ἕτερον πὰρ ὃ ἐγεγόνει. 

(2) Tatian. Or. ο. 7.: τὸ δὲ ἑκάτερον τῆς ποιήσεως εἶδος αὐτεξούσιον γέγονε, 
τἀγαϑοῦ φύσιν μὴ ἔχον, ὃ πλὴν μόνον παρὼ σῷ Θεῷ, τῇ δὲ ἐλευϑερίῳ τῆς προαι- 

, ἢ ~ 39 , 3 ‘ er © \ nn , , 
ρέσεως ὑπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐκτελοιούμενον" ὅπως ὁ μὲν φαῦλος δικαίως κολάζηται, 

3 rhe \ Pee ‘ / " , »" 3 7 w 
OP αὐτὸν γεγονὼς 037265 ὁ δὲ δίκαιος χάριν τῶν ἀνδραγαθημάτων ἀξίως 


ΕἸ ~ > cae ἢ κα ~ ~ 
ἐπαινῆται κατὰ τὸ αὐτεξούσιον τοῦ Θεοῦ μὴ παραβάς τὸ βούλημα, Con- 


ee ae ete 2 Ὅρ». ὦ 
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cerning the critical and exegetical difficulties connected with 
this passage, see Daniel, Tatian der Apologet. p. 207. 

©) Athen. leg. 31. comp. de resurr. 12. 13. 15. 18. flwg. 

(4) Ad Autol. 11. 27. : ἐλεύθερον γὰρ καὶ αὐτεξούσιον ἐποίησεν ὁ 20g ἄν- 
Sewroy, in connection with the doctrine of immortality, of which 
in the next §. 

(5) Octay. ὁ. 36. 87.: Nec de fato quisquam aut solatium cap- 
tet aut excuset eventum. Sit sortis fortuna, mens tamen libera 
est, et ideo actus hominis, non dignitas judicatur......Ita in nobis 
non genitura plectitur, sed ingenii natura punitur. The liberty 
of man gets the victory in the contest with all the adversities of 
destiny: Vires denique et mentis et corporis sine laboris exerci- 
tatione torpescunt ; omnes adeo vestri viri fortes, quos In exem- 
pium preedicatis, erumnis suis inclyti floruerunt. Itaque et 
nobis Deus nee non potest subvenire, nec despicit, quum sit et 
omnium rector et amator suorum; sed in adversis unumquem- 
que explorat et examinat ; ingenium singulorum periculis pensi- 
tat, usque ad extremam mortem voluntatem hominis sciscitatur, 
nihil sibi posse perire securus. Itaque ut aurum ignibus, sic nos 
discriminibus arguimur. Quam pulcrum spectaculum Deo, quum 
christianus cum dolore congreditur, quum adversum minas οὗ 
supplicia et tormenta componitur! quum strepitum mortis et 
horrorem carnificis irridens insultat ! quum libertatem suam ad- 
versus reges et principes erigit, soli Deo, cuius est, cedit, ete. ! 
Nevertheless Minucius xi. 6, intimates (but as an opinion coming 
from his opponent,) that the Christians believed, that God judges 
man not so much according to his conduct, as according to his 
own eternal decrees. But he refutes this view as erroneous. 

(6) Clem. Coh. Ῥ. 79 : ὑμῶν ἐστιν (ἡ Bac. τῶν οὐρανῶν) ἐὰν ϑελή σητε, 
τῶν πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν τὴν προαίρεσιν ἐσχηκότων, We then shows (p. 80.), 
how man himself, and in accordance with his own nature, ought 
to cultivate the talents which God has given him. As the horse 
is not expected to plough (after the custom of the ancients), 
nor the ox to serve for the purpose of riding, but as none is re- 
quired to do more than his nature will allow him to do, so man 
ean only be expected to strive after holiness, because he re- 
ceived the power of doing it. According to Clement man is 
accountable for that sin alone, which proceeds from free choice, 
Strom. 11. p. 461; it is also frequently in our power to acquire 
both discernment and strength, ibid. p. 462. Clement knows 
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nothing of a gratia irresistibilis, Strom. vill, p. 855: οὔτε μὴν 
ἄκων σωδήσεται ὁ σωζύμενος. οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἄψυχος, ἀλλὰ παντὺς μᾶλλον 
ἑκουσίως καὶ προαιρετικῶς σπεύσει πρὸς σωτηρίαν" διὸ καὶ τὰς ἐντολὰς ἔλαβεν 
ὁ ἄνϑοωπος, ὡς ἂν ἐξ αὑτοῦ ὁρμητικὸς πρὸς ὁπότερον ἂν καὶ βούλοιτο σῶν τε 
αἱρετῶν καὶ τῶν φευχτῶν H, τ΄. A. 

7) Comp. the whole of the third book of the work de prin- 
cip. According to Origen there is no accountability without 
liberty; de prince. ii. 5. Red. p. 188: “Τῇ men were corrupt by 
nature, and could not possibly do good, God would appear as 
the judge not of actions, but of natural faculties ;’ (comp. what 
Minucius says on this point.) Comp. de prine. i. 5. 3. and con- 
tra Cels. iv. 8. Opp. 1. p. 504: ἀρετῆς wav ἐὰν ἀνέλῃς τὸ ἑκούσιον, 
ἀνεῖλες αὐτῆς καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν. 

(8) Tren. iv. 4. Ῥ. 231. 32, (Gr. 281): Sed frumentum quidem 
et paleze, inanimalia et irrationabilia existentia, naturaliter talia 
facta sunt: homo vero rationabilis et secundum hoc similis Deo, 
liber in arbitrio factus et sus potestatis ipse sibi causa est, ut 
aliquando quidem frumentum, aliquando autem palea fiat: Ire- 
nzeus founds algo the accountability of man upon this argument. 
Comp. iv. 15. p. 245. (Gr. 318.) iv. 37. p. 281. 82. (Gr. 874. 75) : 
ἘΠ φύσει οἱ μὲν φαῦλοι, of δὲ ayudso! γεγόνασιν, oS οὗτοι ἐπαινετοὶ, ὄντες ἀγαϑοὶ, 
τοιοῦτοι γὰρ κατεσχευάσϑησαν" οὔτ᾽ ἐκεῖνοι μεμπτοὶ, οὕτως γεγονότες. ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐπειδὴ οἱ πάντες τῆς αὐτῆς εἶσι Φύσεως, δυναμενοί τε κατασχεῖν καὶ πρᾶξαι σὸ 
ἀγαϑὸὺν, καὶ δυνάμενοι πάλιν ἀποβαλεῖν αὐτὸ καὶ μὴ ποιῆσαι" δικαίως καὶ παρ᾽ 
ἀνδρώποις τοῖς εὐνομουμένοις, καὶ πολὺ πρότερον παρὰ Θεῷ οἱ μὲν ἐποαινοῦνται, 
καὶ ἀξίας τυγχάνουσι μαρτυρίας τῆς τοῦ καλοῦ καθόλου ἐκλογῆς καὶ ἐπιμονῆς" 
οἱ δὲ καταιτιῶνται καὶ ἀξίας τυγχάνουσι ζημίως τῆς τοῦ καλοῦ καὶ ἀγαλοῦ ἀπο- 
βολῆς, Comp. also iv. 39. p. 285. (Gr. 380.) v. 27. p. 325. (Gr. 442.) 
But according to Irenzeus the freedom of man is not only seen 
in his works, but also in his faith, iv. 37. p. 282. (Gr. 376 below), 
comp. also the fragment of the sermon de fide p. 342. (Gr. 
467.) 

®) Tertullian defended the idea of liberty especially in oppo- 
sition to Marcion: “ How could man who was destined to rule 
over the whole creation, be a slave in respect to himself, not 
having obtained the faculty of reigning over himself? Advers. 
Marcion, 11. 8. 6. 9. comp. Neander Antignost. p. 872—373.? 


2 Even the opponents of the doctrine of human liberty are compelled to 
acknowledge this remarkable consensus Patrum of the first period, such as 
Calvin, but in order to account for it, they strangely enough suppose a gene- 
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(10) ἐς According to the Gnostics there is a fate which stands 
an emtimate connection with the stars, and is brought about by 
their instrumentality,” etc. Baur, Gnosis, p. 232. But the doc- 
trine of human freedom is of importance in the opinion of the 
author of the Clementine Homilies, 6. g. Hom. iii. 69.: ὡς δὲ δεῖ 
εὐσεβεῖ εὐγνωμονοῦντας ὑμᾶς ὁ ὑμέτερος διδάξει νοῦς. VOL. ἢ. Ρ. 335 and 395. 


398.99. Credner, L ὁ, ili. p. 283. 290. 294. 
8 58. 


5b. IMMORTALITY. 


* Olshausen, antiquissimorum ecclesiz greece patrum de immortalitate sen- 
tentiz recensentur, Osterprogramm. 1827. reviewed by Ullmann in Stu- 
dien und Kritiken,i. 2. p. 425. [Comp. Knapp, 1. c. p. 460.] 


The theologians of the primitive age did not so com- 
pletely agree concerning the immortality of the soul. 
They were far from denying the doctrine itself, or en- 
tertaining any doubts respecting the possibility of the 
thing. But some of them, e. g. Justin, Tatian and Theo- 
philus,() from various reasons supposed the existence of 
a soul which, though mortal in itself, or at least indiffe- 
rent in relation to mortality or mortality, either acquires 
immortality as a promised reward. by its union with the 
spirit and the right use of its liberty, or in the opposite 
case perishes together with the body. They laid great 
stress upon the liberty of man, by means of which re- 
semblance to God was alone to be obtained. ‘They far- 
ther imagined (in accordance with the threefold divi- 
sion) that the soul receives the seeds of immortal life 
only by becoming connected with the spirit, as the high- 
er and less trammelled life of reason. And, lastly, they 
may have been induced by other philosophical hypotheses 
concerning the nature of the soul, to adopt the aforesaid 


ral misapprehension of this doctrine! <‘* On this account we must always 
consider it a remarkable phenomenon that the very doctrines which afterwards 
caused disruptions in the Christian church, are scarcely ever mentioned in the 
primitive church. Daniel, Tatian, p. 200. 
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notion. On the contrary Tertullian and Origen, whose 
views differed on other subjects, agreed in this one point, 
that they, in accordance with their peculiar notions con- 
cerning the nature of the soul, looked upon its immorta- 
lity as essential to it.) 


“) On the question whether the view advocated by the aged 
man in Justin dial. c. Tryph. § 4. is the opinion of the author 
himself, or not ?—as well as on the meaning of the passage : ὠλλὰ 
μὴν οὐδὲ arodvjoxe φημὶ πάσας τὰς ψυχὰς ἐγώ, comp. the commen- 
taries, Olshausen I. ο., Réssler Bibl. 1. p. 141. Mohler Patrologie, 
1. p. 242. and Daniels Tatian, p. 224. Tatian speaks more dis- 
tinctly contra Greec. ο. 13: οὖκ ἐστιν ἀϑάνατος ἡ ψυχὴ nad eaurgy) 
Snr) 08 ἀλλὰ δύναται ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ μὴ amodvhoney. ϑνήσχει μὲν γὰρ καὶ 
λύεται μετὰ τοῦ σώματος μὴ γινώσκουσα τὴν ἀλήϑειαν. ἀνίσταται δὲ εἰς ὕστερον 
ἐπὶ συντελείῳ τοῦ κόσμου σὺν τῷ σώματι, ϑάνατον διὰ τιμωρίας ἐν ἀδανασίῳ 
λαμβάνουσα. πάλιν δὲ οὐ ϑνήσκει, κἂν πρὸς καιρὸν AVIA, τὴν ἐπίγνωσιν τοῦ Δεοῦ 
πεποιημένη. HAY ἑωυτὴν γὰρ σκότος ἐστὶ καὶ οὐδὲν ἐν αὐτῇ φωτεινόν,. (08. 1.) 
wee ψυχὴ γὰρ οὐκ αὑτὴ τὸ πνεῦμα ἔσωσεν, ἐσώη δὲ ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. 1. σ΄ A.....0UCU- 
γίαν δὲ κεκτημένη τὴν τοῦ Sefov πνεύματος, οὔκ ἐστιν ἀβοήϑητος, ἀνέρχεται δὲ 
πρὸς ἅπερ αὑτὴν ὁδηγεῖ χωρία τὸ πνεῦμα, Theophilus (ad Aut. 1. ie) 
starts the question: was Adam created with a mortal, or immor- 
tal nature ? and replies: neither the one, nor the other, but he 
was fitted for both (δεκτικὸν ἀμφοτέρων), in order that he might re- 
ceive immortality as a reward, and become God (γένηται Yedc), 
if he aspired after it by rendering obedience to the Divine com- 
mandments; but that he might become the author of his own 
ruin, if he did the works of the devil, and disobeyed God.” 

Ὁ The opposition which Tertullian raised to the doctrine of 
Theophilus, etc. was connected with his notions concerning the 
twofold division of the soul, that of Origen with his views on 
pre-existence. (lor the latter would easily dispose of the ob- 
jection that the soul must have an end, because it has had a be- 
ginning.) Comp. however Tert. de anima xi. xiv. xv. Accord- 
ing to Orig. Exhort. ad Mart. 47. Opp. i. p. 807. de prine. ii. 11, 
4. p. 105. and i. 1. 13. p. 122.1 is both the inherent principle of 


® xaf ἑαυτὴν is wanting in the most recent manuscripts, vide Daniel, p. 228 
' on this passage. 

> About the view of the Thnetopsychites (arabici), compare below the 
chapter on eschatology. 
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life in the soul, and its natural relation to God, which secure 
its inmortality ; comp. Thomasius, p. 159. 


The whole question however had more of a philosophical, than Christian 
bearing, as the idea of immortality itself is abstract-negative. On the 
other hand, the believer by faith lays hold of eternal life in Christ as 
something really existing. The Christian doctrine of immortality can- 
not therefore be considered apart from the person, work, and kingdom 
of Christ, and must rest upon Christian perceptions and promises. 


8 59. 


ON SIN, THE FALL OF THE FIRST MAN AND ITS CONSE- 
QUENCES. 


Walch, J. G., (Th. Ch. Lilienthal) de Pelagianismo ante Pelagium, Jen. 
1738. 4. Hyusdem historia doctrine de peccato originis; both in: Mis- 
cellaneis sacris, Amstel. 1744. 4. Horn, J., Commentatio de sententiis 
eorum patrum, quorum auctoritas ante Augustinum plurimum valuit, 
de peccato originali, Gott. 1801. 4. _ 


However much the primitive church was inclined, as 
we have already seen, to look with a favourable eye at 
the bright side of man (his ideal nature), yet she did not 
endeavour to conceal his dark side, by means of false 
idealism. ‘Though it cannot be said, that the doctrine of 
human depravity was the only principle upon which the 
entire theology of that time was founded, yet every 
Christian was convinced by his consciousness of the ex- 
istence of such a universal corruption, and felt the con- 
trast between the ideal and the real, and the effects of sin 
in destroying the harmony of life. Such feelings were 
proportionate to the notions which were entertained con- 
cerning the liberty of man. 

In opposition to the opinion that conviction of sin ac- 
companied by powerful excitement, which attains to a 
sense of pardon only after internal struggles, is alone the 
sure criterion and indispensable condition of the Christ- 
ian’s character, we may safely refer to the primitive 
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church, in which, to say the least, such a notion of sin 
did not prevail. On the contrary feelings of gratitude 
and joy on account of the finished work of the Saviour, 
were more universally entertained, and counterbalanced 
by external contests and persecutions, rather than by in- 
ternal struggles. The martyrdom of so many of the 
early Christians may be considered as a continuation of 
the celebration of the passion of Christ in the church ; 
dogmatic theology, on the contrary, celebrated Christ- 
mas and Easter. But in later times, when persecutions 
ceased, men had recourse to monkish ascetism and a sys- 
tem of self-torture, as artificial substitutes. It then be- 
came a duty imperative upon the church to cultivate the 
enternal martyrdom in opposition to external triumphs. 
The former consisted in the subjection of the heart to 
the power of the Holy Spirit in the sense of Augustine, 
which prepared the way for the regeneration of the 
church in after ages. Here we should be on our guard 
against a twofold error. The one is, to look for the same 
disposition during the first centuries which prevailed in 
later times, and consequently either to assert its exist- 
ence, or to speak disparagingly of primitive Christianity 
because of its absence. The other is, to overlook the 
necessity for further developements, and to maintain that 
everything ought to have remained in its state of com- 
parative childhood or youth. 


§ 60. 
ON THE DOCTRINE OF SIN IN GENERAL. 


Suicer, Thesaurus sub ἁμαρτάνω, ἁμάρτημα, ἁμαρτία, ἁμαρτωλός, Krabbe, die 
Lehre von der Stinde und dem Tode, Hamburg 1836. (dogmatico-exe- 
getical.) *Willer, Julius, die Christliche Lehre von der Siinde, Breslau 
1844. 2 vols. 


The definitions of the nature of sin were toa great ex- 
tent indefinite and unsettled during this period.) The 
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heretical sects of the Gnostics in general (and in this 
particular they were the forerunners of Manichzism), 
starting with their dualistic notions, either ascribed the 
origin of evil to the demiurgus, or maintained that 1t was 
inherent in matter.) On the other hand, the orthodox 
theologians generally speaking agreed in tracing the 
source of evil to human volition, and clearing God from 
all imputation.@:) Such a view would easily lead to the 
opinion of Origen, that moral evil is something nega- 
tive.) 


(.) A proper definition is given 6. g. by Clement of Alex- 
andria, Ped. 1.13. p. 158. 159.: πᾶν τὸ παρὸ τὸν λόγον τὸν dgdoy, 
τοῦτο ἁμάρτημά ἐστι. Virtue on the contrary is (ἀρετὴ) διάϑεσις 
ψυχῆς σύμφωνος ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγου περὶ ὅλον τὸν βίο, Hence sin is also dis- 
obedience to God: αὐτίκα γοῦν ὅτε ἥμαρτεν ὁ πρῶτος ἄνθρωπος, καὶ 
παρήκουσε τοῦ Θεοῦ, He further considers sin on etymological 
grounds as error,.....0¢ ἐξ ἀνάγκης evar τὸ πληωμελούμενον πᾶν διὰ τὴν 
τοῦ λόγου διαμαρτίαν γινόμενον καὶ ἐϊξκότως καλέϊσθαι ἁμάρτημα. Tertullian 
from ἃ more practical point of view ascribed the origin of sin 
to the wmpatience (inconsistency) of man, de pat. 5. (p. 149.): 
Nam ut compendio dictum sit, omne peccatum impatientiz 
adscribendum. comp. Cypr. de bono pat. p. 218. Orig. de 
prine. 1. 9. 2, Opp. T. 1. p. 97. (Red. p. 216.) also believes, that 
laziness and aversion to any exertions for the purpose of perse- 
vering in good, as well as turning from the path of virtue, are 
the cause of sin; for going astray is nothing but becoming bad; 
to be bad only means not to be good, etc. comp. Schnitzer, p. 
140. 

(Ὁ) Now and then even orthodox theologians ascribe the 
origin of evil to sensuality ; comp. however Clem. Strom. iv. 
86. Ῥ. 638. 89. : Οὕκουν εὐλύγως οἱ κατατρέχοντες σῆς πλάσεως καὶ καλκί- 
ζοντες τὸ σῶμο" οὐ συνορῶντες τὴν κατασχευὴν τοῦ ἀν)ρώπου ὑρϑὴν πρὸς τὴν 
οὐρανοῦ Séav γενομένην, καὶ τὴν τῶν αἰσϑησέων ὀργανοποιίαν πρὸς γνῶσιν συν- 
τείνουσαν, τά τε μέλη καὶ μέρη πρὸς τὸ καλὸν, οὐ πρὸς ἡδονὴν εὔϑετα. ὅϑεν 
ἐπιδεχτιχὸν γίνεται τῆς τιμιωτάτης τῷ Θεῷ ψυχῆς ra οἰκητήριον τοῦτο. H.TA. 
weve ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε ἀγαθὸν ἡ «ψυχὴ φύσει, οὔτε αὖ κακὸν φύσει τὸ σῶμα, οὐδὲ μὴν, 
ὃ μή ἐστιν ἀγαϑὸν, τοῦτο εὐδέως κακόν. εἰσὶ γὰρ οὖν καὶ μεσότητες τινες Ἀ. T. A, 

(5) Clem. Strom. vii. 2. p. 88. : κακίας δ᾽ αὖ πάντη πάντως ἀναίτιος 
(ὁ Θεύς,) 
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(*) Orig. de prince. l..c, and in Joh. T. ii. c. 7. Opp. iv. p. 65. 
66.: πᾶσα ἡ κακία οὐδέν ἐστιν (with reference to the word οὐδὲν in 
John 1. 3.) ἐπεὶ καὶ οὐκ ὃν τυχχάνει, J. Muller, 1. c. p. 192, 


§ 61. 


INTERPRETATION OF THE NARRATIVE OF THE FALL. 


The documents which have been preserved in the five 
books of Moses form the historical foundation not only 
of the doctrine of the creation of the world in general, 
and of man in particular, but also of the doctrine of the 
origin of sin, which appears realized in the history of 
Adam. Some writers however rejected the literal interpre- 
tation of this narrative. Thus Origen (after the example 
of Philo)(.) regarded it as atype, historically clothed, of 
_ that which takes place in moral agents everywhere, and 
at all times.) It is difficult to ascertain how far Treneus 
adhered to the letter of the narrative 53.) Tertullian un- 
hesitatingly pronounced in favour of its historical inter- 
pretation.4-) Both the Gnostics and the author of the 
Clementine Homilies rejected this view on dogmatic 
grounds.) 


(.) Philo perceives in that narrative τρόπο τῆς ψυχῆς, vide 
Dahne, p. 341. and his essay in the theologische Studien und 
Krit. 1835, 4 part. 

) Clement considers the narrative of the fall partly as fact, 
and partly as allegory. Strom. v. 11. p. 689.90. (Serpent = 
image of voluptuousness.) On the other hand Origen regards 
it as purely allegorical, de princ. iv. 16. Opp. Τὶ i. p. 174. 
contra Cels, iv. 40. p. 554, Adam is called man, therefore: 
ἐν τοῖς δυκοῦσι περὶ τοῦ “Adam εἶναι φυσιολογεῖ Μωῦ σῆς τὰ περὶ τῆς τοῦ ἀνδρώπου 
φύσεως... «οὐχ, οὕτως περὶ ἑνός τινὸς ὡς περὶ ὅλου τοῦ γένους ταῦτω φάσκοντος 
τοῦ “είου λόγου. Concerning the further application of allegorical 
interpretation to the particulars of the narrative (the act of 
clothing our first parents in skins as a symbol of spiritual in- 
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vestiture) comp. Meth. in Phot. Bibl. c. 234. and 293. On the 
other side see Orig. Fragm. in Gen. T. ii. p. 29. where both the 
literal interpretation is excluded, and the allegorical exposition 
is called in question. 

6) According to the fragment of Anastasius Sinaita in Mas- 
suet, p. 344. Ireneus must be understood as having explained 
the temptation by the serpent (in opposition to the Ophites), 
avevmarixgs, not ἱστορικῶς, but it is not evident to what extent he 
did so. But Ireneus speaks elsewhere plainly enough of the 
fall of Adam as an historical fact, iii. 18. (Gr. 20.) p. 211. (Gr. 
248.) 11, 21. (Gr. 31.) p. 218. (Gr. 259.) ss. 

(4) Tert. adv. Judzos, ii. p. 184, de virg..vel. 11. adv. Marc. 
11. 2 ss. and other passages. He insists upon the literal inter- 
pretation of the particulars of the narrative, as they succeeded 
each other in order of time: de resurr. carn. 61: Adam ante 
nomina animalibus enunciavit, quam de arbore decerpsit; ante 
etiam prophetavit, quam voravit. 

©) On the Gnostic (Basilidian) doctrine of the fall (σύγχυσις 
ἀρχικὴ) comp. Clem. Strom. 11. 20. p. 488. Gieseler Studien τ. 
Krit. 830. p. 896. Baur, p.211. The author of the Clementine 
Homilies goes so far in idealizing Adam, as to convert the histo- 
rical person into a purely mythical being (like the Adam-Cad- 
mon of the Cabbalists) while he represents Eve as far inferior to 
him. Hence Adam could not trespass, but sin makes its first 
appearance in Cain; vide Credner, 11. 258. 11. 284. Baur, 
Gnosis, p. 339. On the other hand the Gnostic Cainites ren- 
dered homage to Cain as the representative of freedom from 
the thraldom of the demiurgus; the Sethites considered Cain 
as the representative of the hylic, Abel as that of the psychical, 
and Seth as that of the pneumatic principle, as the ideal of hu- 
manity. Neander Kirchengeschichte 1. 2. p. 758. 59. [translat. 
ii. p. 105. 106. ] 


§ 62. 


STATE OF INNOCENCE AND FALL. 


The Fathers of the primitive church differed in their 
opinions concerning the original excellencies of the first 
man(!) and the nature of his sin.@:)- But they all believ- 
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ed that the temptation of the serpent was a real tempta- 
tion to sin, and accordingly that the transgression of the 
Divine commandment was to be considered as a fall from 
a state of innocence followed by disastrous effects upon 
man. ‘The Ophites alone thought (at least in one re- 
spect ) that by this event man was elevated to his proper 
dignity, and prepared for the enjoyment of full liberty, 
because the prohibition had proceeded from the jealousy 
of Jaldabaoth, but the act of disobedience had been 
brought about by the intervention of wisdom (Sophia), 
the symbol of which is the serpent.@) 


(1) These were especially exaggerated by the author of the 
Clementine Homilies (see the preceding §.) Adam possessed 
prophetic gifts (Credner, ii. p. 248. and Baur, p. 363.) which 
however Tertullian de resurr. carn. c. 61. also ascribed to him. 
The Ophites taught that Adam and Eve had light and luminous 
bodies, see Baur, p. 187. The theologians, previous to the time 
of Augustine, attached less value to what was afterwards called 
justitia originalis. According to Theophilus ef Antioch (ad 
Aut. 11. 24. 27.) Adam was νήπιος, and had to be treated as a 
child; he was neither mortal, nor immortal, but capable of 
either mortality or immortality. Clement of Alexandria main- 
tains the same, Strom. vi. 12. p. 788: “ They may learn from 
us (says he in opposition to the Gnostics), that Adam was 
created a perfect being, not in relation to his moral excellencies, 
but in respect to his capacity of choosing virtue; for there is 
certainly a difference between the aptitude to virtue, and the 
real possession of it. God will have us to be happy by our 
own exertions, hence it belongs to the nature of the soul to de- 
termine itself, etc.” Comp. Baur, Gnosis, p. 493. He thus 
limits the original excellencies, Strom. iv. p. 632. to what is 
purely human, viz. talents: οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν χαρακτηριζόντων τὴν ἀν)ρώπου 
ἐδέαν τε καὶ μορφὴν evedenoevauTw. 

(3) Clement of Alexandria conceives that it was voluptuous- 
ness which caused the fall of the first man. Coh. p. 86: ὄρις 
ἀλληγορέϊται ἡδονὴ ἐπὶ γαστέρα ἕρπουσα, κακία γηΐνη εἰς ὕλας τρεφομένη. 
comp. Strom. il. 17. p. 559. (470 5.010.) Clement does not 
(like the Encratites whom he combats) find fault with the co- 
habitation of our first parents as a sinful act in itself, but he ob- 
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jects that it took place too soon; this is also implied in the 
passage Strom. 11. 19. p. 481: τὰ μὲν αἰσχρὼ οὗτος προϑύμως εἵλετο, 
ἑπόμενος τῇ γυναικί. 

©) The Ophites confound their own doctrines, for at one 
time they render Divine homage to the serpent, at another they 
say, that Eve had been seduced by it. Epiph. Her. 37. 6. 
Baur, p. 178 flwg. 


§ 63. 


THE EFFECTS OF THE FALL. 


Death was the punishment which God had threatened 
to inflict upon the transgressors of his laws. Neverthe- 
less the act of transgression was not immediately suc- 
ceeded by death, but by a train of evils which came both 
upon man and woman. Accordingly both death and 
physical evils were considered as the effects of Adam’s 
sin; thus 6. g. by Jreneus and others.4:) But the 
opinions of the Fathers were not as yet fully developed 
concerning the moral depravity of every individual, and 
the existence of sin in mankind generally, as the effect 
of the sin of the first man. Many felt too much dis- 
posed to look upon sin as the voluntary act of a moral 
agent, to conceive of a kind of hereditary tendency 
transmitted from one generation to another. ‘The sinful 
acts of every individual appeared to them less the neces- 
sary consequence of the first sin, than a voluntary repe- 
tition of 10.(22 In order to explain the mysterious power 
which almost compels men to sin, they had recourse not 
so much to original sin, as to a supposed influence of the 
demons, which however cannot constrain any man to tres- 
pass.C:) Tertullian and Origen alike favoured the theory 
of original sin, but on different grounds. Origen thought 
that the soul of man was stained with sin even in its 
former state, and thus enters in a sinful condition into 
the world. Τὸ this idea was added another which was 
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allied to the notions of Gnostics and Manicheans, viz. 
that physical generation is in itself a sinful act.4)  Ac- 
cording to Tertullian the soul propagates itself with all 
its defects and faults, as matter is propagated. The 
phrase vitium originis, which was first used by him, is in 
perfect accordance with such a view.@-) But both were 
far from considering inherent depravity as constituting 
accountability, and still farther from believing in the en- 
tire absence of human liberty.) 


(2 Tren. i. 28, (85 Gr.) p. 221. (263 Gr.) : Condemnationem 
autem transgressionis accepit homo teedia et terrenum laborem 
et manducare panem in sudore vultus sui et converti in terram, 
ex qua assumtus est; similiter autem mulier tedia et labores et 
gemitus et tristitias partus et servitium, ὁ, 6. ut serviret viro suo, 
ut neque maledicti a Deo in totum perirent, neque sine incre- 
patione perseverantes Deum contemnerent. (comp. 6. 37. p. 264 
Grabe.) ib. V. 15. p. 911. (423 Gree,).........propter inobedien- 
tie peccatum subsecuti sunt languores hominibus. V. 17. p. 
313. (p. 426.) V. 23. p. 320. (p. 435.): Sed quoniam Deus 
verax est, mendax autem serpens, de effectu ostensum est, morte 
subsecuta eos qui manducaverunt. Simul enim cum esca et 
mortem adsciverunt, quoniam inobedientes manducabant : ino- 
bedientia autem Dei mortem infert et sqq. (Hence the devil is 
called a murderer from the beginning.) According to Cyprian 
de bono patientiz p. 212. even the higher physical strength of 
man (along with immoftality) was lost by the fall; Orzgen also 
connected the existence of evil in the world with sin. Comp. 
above § 48. 

2) Athenagoras 6. g. knows so little of original sin, as to sup- 
pose, de resurr. mort. 12. that the natural birth of man gives 
him a title to immortality : τοῖς δὲ αὐτὸν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς ὠγαλματοφοροῦσι 
Tov ποιητὴν, νοῦν τε συνεπιφερομένοις καὶ λογικῆς κρίσεως μεμοιρωμένοις τὴν εἰς 
EL διαμονὴν ἀπεκλήρωσεν ὁ ποιητὴς, va γινώσκοντες τὸν ἑαυτῶν ποιητὴν καὶ τὴν 
τούτου δύναμίν τε καὶ σοφίαν, νόμῳ τε συνεπόμενοι καὶ δίκῃ, τούτοις συνδιαιωνί- 
ζωσιν ἀπόνως οἷς τὴν προλαβοῦσαν ἐκράτυναν ζωὴν, καίπερ ἐν φϑ)αρτοῖς καὶ 
γηΐνοις ὄντες σώμασιν x. τ΄. A.—According to Clement of Alexandria 
man now stands in the same relation to the tempter, in which 
Adam stood prior to the fall, Coh. p. 7: ὡς γὰρ ὁ ἀπατεὼν, ἄνωθεν 
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μὲν τὴν Εὔαν, νῦν δὲ ἤδη καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους ἀνλοώπους εἰς άνατον ὑποφέρων 
comp. Pad. i. 18, 158. 59. Clement indeed admits the univer- 
sality of sin among men, Ped. iii. 12. p. 8307: τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἐξαμαρ- 
rave πᾶσιν ἔμφυτον καὶ κοινόν ; but the very circumstance that some 
appear to him by nature better than others (Strom. i. 6. p. 336.) 
shows that he did not consider man as absolutely depraved, 
nor pass a general sweeping judgment upon the whole human 
race, as if all formed but one vast mass of corruption. None 
commits iniquity for its own sake, Strom. 1. 17. p. 368. But he 
rejects the doctrine of original sin properly called in the strong- 
est terms, Strom. 11. 16. p. 556. 57: λεγέτωσαν ἡμῖν ποῦ ἐπύρνευσεν τὸ 
γεννηϑὲν παιδίον ἢ πῶς ὑπὸ τὴν τοῦ ᾿Αδὰμ ὑποπέπτωχεν ἀρὰν, τὸ μηδὲν ἐνεοργῆσαν. 
He does not regard the passage Ps. li. 5. as decisive. (Comp. 
the above passages on liberty and sin in general, ) 

(5) Athen. leg. c. 25. Tatian contra Grec. ὁ. 7. and the pas- 
sage quoted § 58. 

(*) On the one hand Origen, by insisting upon the freedom 
of the human will, forms a strong contrast with Augustine, and 
maintains that concupiscence in itself is not sinful, as long as it 
does not produce resolutions; guilt only arises when we yield 
to it, de prine. 11: 2.2. Opp. 7.1. p. 189. (Red. p. 279.) and 
i. 4. (de humanis tentationibus.) But on the other he formally 
adopts the idea of original sin, by asserting that the human soul 
does not come into the world in a state of innocence, because 
it has already committed sin in its former condition; de prince. 
11. ὅ. Opp. T. 1. p- 149. 50. (Red. p. 309 fiwg-) Concerning 
the generation of man see Tom. xv. in Matth. § 23. Opp. iii. 
Ῥ. 685. Hom. vii. in Lev. Opp. i. Ῥ- 229. and xii. p. 251: 
Omnis qui ingreditur hunc mundum in quadam contaminatione 
effici dicitur (Job xiy, 4. 5.)......Qmnis ergo homo in patre et 
in matre pollutus est, solus vero Jesus Dominus meus in hane 
generationem mundus ingressus est, et in matre non est pollutus. 
Ingressus est enim corpus incontaminatum. 

®) Tert. de anima c. 40: Ita omnis anima eo usque in Adam 
censetur, donec in Christo recenseatur; tamdiu immunda, 
quamdiu recenseatur. Peccatrix autem, quia immunda, recipiens 
ignominiam ex carnis societate. c. 41. He makes use of the 
phrase vitiwm originis, and maintains that man in his present 
corrupt state has got into the habit of sinning, while his true 
nature tends to virtue. He therefore distinguishes naturale quo- 
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dammodo from proprie naturale. Quod enim a Deo est, non tam 
extinguitur, quam obumbratur. Potest enim obumbrari, quia 
non est Deus, extingui non potest, quia a Deo est. 

(6) That 6. g. Tertullian was far from imputing original sin to 
children as actual transgression, may be seen from his remark- 
able expression concerning the baptism of infants, de bapt. 18. 
comp. § 72. and Neander, Antignosticus, p. 209 flwg. 455 flwg. 
—His disciple Cyprian also acknowledges inherent depravity, 
and defends infant-baptism on that ground; but he does not 
go farther than asserting, that it serves to purify infants from 
the guilt of others which is imputed to them, but not from any 
guilt which is properly thetr own. Ep. 64. Comp. Rettberg, 
p. 317 ἤν, 
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FOURTH SECTION. 


CHRISTOLOGY AND SOTERIOLOGY. 


8 64. 
ON CHRISTOLOGY IN GENERAL. 


Martini, Versuch einer pragmatischen Geschichte des Dogma: von der 
_ Gottheit Christi, Rostock 1800. 8. “Dorner, Entwickelungsgeschichte 
der Christologie. Stuttgardt 1839. 


Tue incarnation of the Godman is the principal dog- 
matic idea of this period. The Fathers of the primitive 
church regarded it as a manifestation of the free grace of 
God, as the most glorious of all revelations and develope- 
ments, and as the perfection and crown of creation, rather 
than as the mere effect of the sin of man. Thus the 
Christology of this period forms both the continuation of 
theology, and the supplement of anthropology. 


This may be seen not only in the theologians of the Alexan- 
drian school (comp. the passages concerning the Logos,) but also 
in the case of those who hold more positive views. Though 
Irenzeus, Tertullian (comp. the subsequent §§ and Tertull. de 
carne Christi 6.),and Cyprian (in the passage below) intimately 
connect the appearance of our Lord with the existence of sin, 
yet the latter thinks that it behoved Christ, to come into the 
flesh not on account of the sin of Adam, but because of the dis- 
obedience of his descendants, on whom former revelations did 
not produce any effect, (in much the same manner as Heb. i. 1.) 
. Cypr. de idol. van. p. 15.: Quod vero Christus sit, et quo modo 
per ipsum nobis salus venerit, sic est ordo, sic ratio. Judseis 
primum erat apud Deum gratia. Sic olim justi erant, sic ma- 
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jores eorum religionibus obediebant. Inde illis et regni subli- 
mitas floruit et generis magnitudo provenit. Sed illi negligentes, 
indisciplinati et superbi postmodum facti, et fiducia patrum in- 
flati, dum divina preecepta contemnunt, datam sibi gratiam per- 
diderunt...... Nec non Deus ante predixerat fore, ut vergente 
seculo, et mundi fine jam proximo, ex omni gente et populo et 
loco cultores sibi allegeret Deus multo fideliores et melioris ob- 
sequil; qui indulgentiam de divinis muneribus haurirent, quam 
acceptam Judzei contemtis religionibus perdidissent. Hujus 
igitur indulgentie, gratiz disciplineeque arbiter et magister, 
sermo et filius Dei mittitur, qui per prophetas omnes retro illu- 
minator et doctor humani generis predicabatur. Hic est virtus 
Dei, hic ratio, hic sapientia ejus et gloria. Hic in virginem illa- 
bitur, carnem, Spiritu Sancto cooperante, induitur. Deus cum 
homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic Christus est, qui media- 
tor duorum, hominem induit, quem perducatad patrem. Quod 
homo est, esse Christus volwit, ut et homo posstt esse quod Chris- 
tus est. comp. Rettberg p. 305. 


§ 65. 
THE GODMAN. 


Together with indefinite and more general expressions 
concerning the higher nature of Jesus@) and his Mes- 
sianic character,:) we find even in the primitive church 
allusions to the intimate connection subsisting between his 
Divine and human natures. But the relation in which 
they stand to each other, is not exactly defined, nor is the 
part which either takes in the composition of his person, 
philosophically determined.@) ‘The earlier Fathers en- 
deavoured on the one hand, to avoid the error of the 
Ebionites and Artemonites, who considered Jesus only as 
the son of Joseph and Mary, (while the more moderate 
Nazarenes, in accordance with the Catholic church, ad- 
mitted the supernatural conception. Ὁ) On the other, 
they combated still more decidedly the tendency of the 
Docetse, who rejected the true humanity of Christ.) 
They also opposed the opinion of Cerithus and Basili- 
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des, who asserted, that the Logos ( Christ) had descended 
upon the man Jesus at his baptism; the still more fanci- 
ful notions of Marcion, according to which Christ appear- 
ed as Deus ex machina; and lastly, the view of Valenti- 
nus, who admitted that Christ was born of Mary, but 
maintained that he made use of her only as of a channel, 
by which he entered into this finite world.) 


(2) Thus in the letter of Pliny to Trajan (Ep. x. 97.): carmen 
Christo quasi Deo dicere.—The superior excellency of his doc- 
trines elevates Christ over the rest of mankind (according to 
Justin Martyr, Apol. i. 14.) βραχεῖς δὲ καὶ σύντομοι rag αὐτοῦ λόγοι γε- 
γόνασιν" οὐ γὰρ σοφιστὴς ὑπῆρχεν, ἀλλὰ δύναμις Θεοῦ ὁ λόγος αὐτοῦ ἦν, and 
this human wisdom would be suflicient by itself (according to c. 
22.), to secure to Jesus the predicate of the Son of God, even 
though he were nothing but a mere man. But he is more than 
this; ibidem. Origen also points to the extraordinary personal 
character of Jesus (apart from his Divine dignity) which he con- 
siders as the bloom and crown of humanity: contra Cels. 1. 29. 
Opp. T. 1. p. 347. (in relation to Plato de rep. i. p. 329. and 
Plutarch in vita Themistoclis.)—“ Jesus, the meanest and hum- 
blest of all Seriphii, yet caused a greater commotion in the world, 
than either Themistocles or Pythagoras, or Plato, yea than any 
wise man, prince or general.” He unites in himself all human 
excellencies, while others have distinguished themselves by par- 
ticular virtues, or particular actions; he is the miracle of the 
world! ¢. 30. (He reasons altogether hke modern apologists.) 
Minucius Felix does not go beyond the negative definition, that 
Jesus was more than a mere man; generally speaking we find 
in his writings little or nothing of positive Christology. Octay. 
29. § 2. 3. (comp. with 9. 5.): Nam quod religioni nostrz homi- 
nem noxium et crucem ejus adscribitis, longe de vicinia verita- 
tis erratis, qui putatis Deum credi aut meruisse noxium aut po- 
tuisse terrenum. Ne ille miserabilis, cujus in homine mortali 
spes omnis innititur; totum enim ejus auxilium cum extincto 
homine finitur. Comp. Novatian de trin. 14.: Si homo tantum- 
modo Christus, cur spes in illum ponitur, cum spes in homihe 
maledicta referatur ? | 

©) Justin. M. Apol. 5. 30 ss. dial. c. Tr. the whole context. 
Novatian de trin. c. 9. Orig. contra Cels. in various places. 
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© Tren. iti, 16. (18 Gr.) 18. (20 Gr.) p. 211, (248 Gr.) : ἥνωσεν 
οὖν καθὼς προέφαμεν τὸν ἄνμρωπον τῷ Θεῷ. .... Ei μὴ συνηνώδη ὁ ἄνρωπος 
TW Θεῷ, οὐκ ἂν ἠδυνήϑη μετασχεέϊν τῆς apsugoiag, “Ede γὰρ τὸν μεσίτην 
Θεοῦ re καὶ ἀνδρώπων διὰ ἰδίας πρὸς ἑκατέρους οἰκειότητος εἰς φιλίαν καὶ ὁμό- 
γοιῶν τοὺς ἀμφοτέρους συναγαγεῖν καὶ Θεῷ μὲν παραστῆσαι τὸν ἄνρωπον, ἀν- 
πλῷ δὲ γνωρίσαι Θεὸν. ο, 19. (21.) p. 212. 18, (250.) : “Ὥσπερ γὰρ ἦν 
ἄνφρωπος ἵνα πειρασλῇ, οὕτως καὶ λόγος ἵνω δοξασθῇ" ἡσυχάζοντος μὲν τοῦ Adm 
you ἐν TW) πειράζεσλι! oe τὸς ne χαὶ σταυροῦσλαι καὶ ἀποϑνήσκειν" συγγινο- 
μένου δὲ τῷ ἀν)ρώπῳ ἐν τῷ νικῶν καὶ ὑπομένειν καὶ χρηστεύεσθαι καὶ ἀνίστωσδαι 
χαὶ ἀναλαμβάνεσθαι. Comp. Novatian de trin. c. 18, : Quoniam si 
ad hominem veniebat, ut mediator Dei et hominum esse debe- 
ret, oportuit ulum cum eo esse ct verbum carnem fieri, ut in se- 
Metipso concordiam confibularet terrenorum pariter atque coles- 
tum, dum utriusque partis in se connectens pignora, et Deum 
homini et hominem Deo copularet, ut merito filius Dei per as- 
Sumtonem carnis filius hominis, et filius hominis per receptionem 
Dei verbi filius Dei effici possit. Hoe altissimum atque recon- 
ditum Sacramentum ad salutem generis humani ante secula des- 
Unatum, in Domino Jesu Christo Deo et homine invenitur im- 
pleri, quo conditio generis humani ad fructum eterne salutis 
posset adduci. 

“ Comp. ὃ 23. 24, and §42. 1. Onthe mild manner in which 
Justin M. dial. 6. Tryph. § 48. and Origen (in Matth. T. xvi. ο. 12. 
Opp. ii. p. 732. comparison with the blind man, Mark x. 46.) 
judged of the view of the Ebionites, see Neander Kirchenges- 
chichte 1. p. 616. 17. [transl. ii, p. 12. 13.] But Origen ex- 
presses himself in stronger terms in Hom. xv. in Jerem. ib. p. 
226 : ἐτόλμησαν γὰρ μετὰ τῶν πολλῶν τῶν ἀν)ρωπίνων κακῶν καὶ τοῦτο εἰπεῖν, 
Ors οὔκ ἐστι Debs ὁ μονογενὴς ὁ πρωτότοκος πάσης χτίσεως" ἐπικατάρατος γὰρ ὃς 
τὴν ἐλπίδα ἔχει ἐπ’ ἄνλρωπον, Concerning the birth from the virgin 
it is worthy of observation, that the primitive church had no 
doubts about the propriety of adducing analogies with pagan 
myths as a kind of evidence, though the reality of the fact was 
admitted. Thus Orig. contra Cels. 1. 37. Opp. T. 1. p. 355. 
(Plato a son of Apollo and of Amphictione); at the same 
place an analogy is drawn from nature in opposition to the blas- 
phemy of Celsus c. 32. p. 850. comp. however c. 67. p. 381.° 


. 4 On the different recensions of what is commonly called the Apostles’ Creed, 
comp. King, p. 145. The phrase: conceptus de Spiritu Sancto is wanting in 
the earlier recensions, and one reads: qui natus est de Spiritu Sancto ex 
Maria Virg. 
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©) Against the Docetz comp. the Epistles of Ignatius, espe- 
cially ad Smyrn. 2. and 3. ad Ephes. 7. 18. ad Trall. 9. also the 
aforecited passage of Irenzeus and with it Tert. adv. Mare. and 
de carne Christi; Novatian de trin. c. 10.: Neque igitur eum 
hereticorum agnoscimus Christum, qui in imagine (ut dicitur) 
fait, et non in veritate; nihil verum corum quee gessit, fecerit, 
Si ipse phantasma et non veritas fuit. Some have thought that 
there is a leaning towards Docetism in the epistle of Barnabas, 
c.5. But we have there the same idea of the χρύψις which oc- 
curs in later times, 6. g. in the (apocryphal) oration of Thad- 
dzeus to Abgarus apud Euseb. 1. 18, : ἐσμίκρυνεν αὐτοῦ τὴν ϑεότητα, 
and elsewhere. 
©) καθάπερ ὕδωρ διὰ σωλῆνος ὁδεύει, comp. Neander gnost. Systeme 
p. 136 flwg. On the Docetism of the Gnostics in general, see 
Baur, p. 258 flwg.: “ Basilides is nearest to the orthodox view, 
Marcion departs farthest from it, and Valentinus, with his 
psychical Christ, occupies an intermediate position. 
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FURTHER DEVELOPEMENT OF THIS DOCTRINE. 


*Gicseler, J. C. £., Commentatio, qua Clementis Alexandrini et Origenis 
doctrine de corpore Christi exponuntur, Gétting. 1837. 4. 


Though the doctrine of the Catholic church, in oppo- 
sition to the aforesaid heretical theories, rested upon the 
simple declaration of John: ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο, and thus 
preserved the idea of the Godman which is peculiar to 
Christianity, in the necessary connection between the 
Divine and the human,“!) yet 1t was modified by the in- 
fluence of various dispositions of mind and modes of think- 
ing. Thus it is not quite evident from the phraseology 
of the earliest Fathers prior to the time of Origen (with 
the exception of Tertullian, )@) whether they thought that 
the soul of Jesus formed a part of his humanity, or not. 
Nor does Clement of Alexandria make a strict distinction 
between the human and Divine natures of Christ.@) 
Concerning his body the theologians of the Alexandrian 
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school adopted views, which were closely allied to those 
of the Docetee, although they opposed the grosser forms 
of Docetism. Clement maintamed, that the body of 
Jesus was not subject to the accidents of the external 
world with the same physical necessity as other human 
bodies,“ and Origen went 80 far as to ascribe to it the 
property of appearing to different persons under differ- 
ent forms.) On the other hand, he was very clear and 
decided on the doctrine of the human soul of Christ, and 
generally speaking he speculated more than his prede- 
cessors on the mystery of Christ’s incarnation.) 


(1) Novat. de trin. c. 10.: Non est ergo in unam partem in- 
clinandum et ab alia parte fugiendum, quoniam nec tenebit per- 
fectam veritatem, quisquis aliquam veritatis excluserit portio- 
nem. Tam enim scriptura etiam Deum adnuntiat Christum, quam 
etiam ipsum hominem adnuntiat Deum ete. 

(3) Tert. adv, Prax. c. 30. takes the exclamation of Christ on 
the cross: My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me! as a 
vox carnis et anime, cf. de carne Christi c. 11—13.: Non po- 
terat Christus inter homines nisi homo videri. Redde igitur 
Christo fidem suam, ut qui homo voluerit incedere animam quo- 
que humane conditionis ostenderit, non faciens eam carneam, 
sed induens eam carne. Comp. de resurr. carn, ὁ. 34. and other 
less definite passages (only in relation to the assuming of the 
flesh) which are given by Miinscher v. Colln i. p. 261—63. 

3) He indulges in harsh contrasts, such as Coh. p. 6. and p. 84.: 
πίστευσον, ἄνϑρωπε, ἀνθρώπῳ καὶ Θεῷ" πίστευσον, ἄνδρωπε, τῷ παϑόντι καὶ προσ- 
κυνουμένῳ Θεῷ ζῶντι' πιστεύσατε, οἱ δοῦλοι, τῷ νεχρῶ" πάντες ἄνϑρωποι, πιστεύ- 
Cure μόνῳ τῷ πάντων ονηρώπων Θεῷ" πιστεύσωτε καὶ μισ)ὸν λάβετε σωτηρίαν" 
ἐκζητήσατε τὸν Θεὸν καὶ ζήσεται ἡ ψυχὴ ὑμῶν, Te does not make the 
distinction drawn by others, according to which the name ᾿Ιησοῦς 
were to be used only in reference to hishumannature; on the con- 
trary Peed.1.7. p.131.he says: ὁ δὲ ἡμέτερος παιδωγωγὸς ἅγιος “λεὺς ᾿Τησοῦς, 
ὁπάσης τῆς ὠνδρωπότητος χαϑηγεμὼν λόγος. He 4150 applies the subject 
ὁ λόγος to his humanity. Peed. i. 6. p. 124: ὁ λόγος τὸ αὐτοῦ ὑπὲρ 
ἡμῶν ἐξέχεεν awa. Comp. 11. 1. p. 251. and Gieseler 1. c. Novatian, 
(c. 18 flwg.) who lived towards the close of this period, separates 
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the Divine from the human nature in Christ with more distinct- 
ness, and strongly opposes every attempt at idolizing his huma- 
nity, Patripassianism, ete. 

4) Paed. ili. 2. p. 186. (Sylb. 158.) he most decidedly main- 
tains, in opposition to the Docete, that Jesus ate and drank like 
other men, but very moderately ; comp. Strom. vil. 17. p. 900. 
where he calls the Docete heretics; hence the charge which 
Photius (Bibl. Cod. 109.) brought forward against him, viz. that 
the doctrine of a phantom is propounded in his work entitled 
the Hypotyposes (μὴ cugnuwijvas τὸν λόγον, ἀλλὰ δύξα!,) 15. justly con- 
sidered as unfounded. But after all Clement refines the human 
body of Jesus to little more than a kind of phantom, Strom. vi. 
9. p. 775. (Sylb. p. 158. given by Gieseler 1. c. p. 12.) where he 
regards the eating and drinking of our Lord only as an accom- 
modation to human nature, and calls it even ridiculous (γέλως) 
to think otherwise; for according to him the body of Jesus was 
sustained by a Divine power, but not by meats and drinks. Cle- 
ment admits that his body was bruised and died, but he main- 
tains that his sufferings were only apparent, inasmuch as the 
Redeemer when on the cross, felt no pains; comp. Peed. i. 6. 
5. p. 112. and Gieseler on that pass. p. 13. Clement also teaches 
that his Divine nature was veiled during his manifestation (κρύψις) 
in the flesh, Strom. vil. 2. p. 833. though he does not use these 
very words. In accordance with such sentiments, he asserts that 
Jesus was deformed, Peed. 11. 1. sub finem p. 252., because he 
could not otherwise explain Is. lin., while, on the other hand, he 
elevates the body of Jesus far above all other organisms. The 
Saviour did not manifest himself by that beauty of the flesh 
which strikes the senses, but by the beauty of the soul, and the 
true beauty of the body, viz.immortality. The assumption of the 
uninterrupted virginity of Mary, Strom. vu. 16. p. 889. 890., and 
the (apocryphal) passage there cited: τέτοκεν καὶ od τέτοκεν, may 
be traced to the same docetic tendency. Different views are 
entertained by Tertull. de carne Cristi, sub finem, who never- 
theless quotes the same dictum. 

(Ὁ) Gennadius de dogm. eccles. c. 2. incorrectly numbers Ori- 
gen among those, qui Christum carnem de ccelo secum afferre 
-contenderint: but his doctrine too is not quite free from Do- 
cetism. It is most fully given in the Comment, in Ep. ad Gal. 
preserved by Pamphilus; comp. Gieseler, 1. c. Ὁ. 16. 17. and 
contra Cels. i. 69, 70. Opp. i. p. 383. 84. (ibid. iii, 42. p. 474.) 
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de prince. ii. 6. § 6. Tom. in Gen. i. Opp. ii. p. 55: Non aquali- 
ter omnes qui vident, Jluminantur a Christo, sed singuli secun- 
dum cam mensuram illuminantur, qua vim luminis recipere va- 
lent. Et sicut non equaliter oculi corporis nostri Uluminantur 
a sole, sed quanto quis in loca altiora conscenderit, et ortum 
ejus editioris speculz intuitione fuerit contemplatus, tanto am- 
plius ct splendoris ejus vim percipiet et caloris: ita etiam mens 
nostra quanto altius et excelsius appropinquayerit Christo, ac se 
viciniorem splendori lucis ejus objecerit, tanto magnificentius et 
elarius ejus lumine radiabitur. With this assumption he con- 
nects the transfiguration on the mount, contra Cels. 1. 64. Opp. 
i. p. 435. and Comment. in Matth. Opp. 11. p. 906. Gieseler, p. 
19 flwg. comp. contra Cels. iv. 16. p. 511: Eloi γὰρ διάφοροι οἱονεὶ 
TOU λόγου μορφαὶ, AaINS ἑκάστῳ τῶν εἰς ἐπιστήμην ἀγομένων φαίνεται ὁ λόγος; 
ἀνάλογον τῇ ἕξει τοῦ εἰσαγομένου, ἢ ἐπ᾽ ὀλίγον προκόπτοντος, ἢ ἐπὶ πλεῖον, ἢ 
καὶ ἐγγὺς ἤδη γινομένου τῆς ἀρετῆς, ἢ καὶ ἐν ἀρετῇ γεγενημένου. 

(6) Comp. contra Cels. 1. 9. quoted by Munscher von Colln 1. 
p. 263. where he infers the human soul of the Redeemer from 
Matth. xxvi. 38. Origen’s theory of the pre-existence of the 
soul would easily induce him to ask, why the Son of God as- 
sumed this very soul, and not any other? comp. contra Cels. 1. 
32. Opp. T. 1. p. 350. de prine. 11.6. 3. quoted by Munscher von 
Colln. p. 265 flwg. According-to Socr. in. 7. the Synod at Bos- 
tra (240) defended the proposition ἔμψυχον sivas τὸν ἐνανδρωπήσαντα 
in opposition to Beryllus. 


A special question arose concerning the risen body of Christ in its relation 
te the body which he possessed prior to the resurrection. According to 
Ignatius, Justin, Irenzeus, Tertullian, Cyprian and Novatian, Jesus had 
the same body after the resurrection which he had before it. Comp. 
the passages in the work of C. LZ, Miller, de resurrectione Jesu Christi, 
vitam eam excipiente et ascensu in ccelum, sententia, que in ecclesia 
christiana ad finem usque szeculi sexti viguerunt. Haynie 1836. 8. p. 77. 
Some expressions of Ireneus and Tertullian are somewhat modified, p. 
78. But Origen taught in more definite terms, c. Cels. ii. c. 62, Opp. i. 
p. 434. that the body of Jesus had undergone a change, and in support 
of his opinion appealed to his miraculous appearance, when the doors 
were shut: καὶ ἦν γε μετὰ σὴν dvdoracw αὑτοῦ ὡσπερεὶ ἐν μεθορίῳ «"νὶ σῆς παχύτη- 
σο; τοῦ πρὸ TOU πάϑους σώματος καὶ σοῦ γυμνὴν τοιούτου σώματος φαίνεσθαι Ψυχὴν" 
Comp. e. 64. 65. p. 436: TOY μηκέτι ἔχοντά τι χωρητὸν ὁρασπῆναι τοῖς πολλοῖς. 
οὐχ οἷοί σε ἦσαν αὐτὸν βλέσειν οἱ πρότερον ωὐχὲν ἰδόνσες πσώντες., .«.. λαμιπροτέρα γὰρ 
τὴν οἰκονομίαν τελέσαντος ἡ Θειότης ἦν αὐτοῦ. Miller, p. 88, Origen does not 
seem to have believed that the ascension of Christ had effected a further 
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change; for probably he understands by the ethereal body, which he as- 
eribes to him in his state of exaltation, (c. Cels. ill. 41. 42. Opp.i. p. 
474.), the same which he had when he rose from the grave. Comp. 
Miller, p. 82, and p. 131. 


§ OF. 
THE SINLESSNESS OF CHRIST. 


Ullmann, iiber die Siindlosigkeit Jesu, 2d edit. Hamb. 1833, [Ullmann, 
on the Sinless Character of Jesus, in Clark’s Students’ Cabinet Library 
of Useful Tracts.] Fritzsche, de dvapagrzoia Jesu Christi, Comment. iv. 
comp. § 17. 


‘The intimate connection subsisting between the Di- 
vine and human natures of Christ, which was held even 
by the primitive church, excluded every idea of the ex- 
istence of sin in him, who was the image of the Deity. 
Hence freneus, Tertullian, Clement, and Origen, assert 
the sinlessness Canamartesy) of Jesus in the strongest 
terms,“!:) and even those of the Fathers who do not ex- 
pressly mention it, at least presuppose it. In the scheme 
of the Ebionites and Artemonites, this sinlessness was 
‘not a necessary feature of his character, although we do 
not meet with any intimations to the contrary. On the 
other hand asilides found it difficult to reconcile the 
sinlessness of Christ with his system, according to which 
every sufferer bears the punishments of his own sins, 
though he used every possible means to conceal this de- 
fect in his scheme.() 


4.) Justin M. dial. c. Tr. § 11. 17. 110. et al. Iren. in the next 
§ Tert. de anima cap. 41: Solus enim Deus sine peccato, et solus 
homo sine peccato Christus, quia et Deus Christus. Clem. Al. 
Peed. i. 2. p. 99. where he infers the prerogative of Christ to be 
the judge of all men, from his sinlessness. Peed. i. 12. p. 307. 
he speaks indeed of the Logos being alone ἀναμάρτητος, but as he 
makes no distinction between the Logos and the human nature 
of Christ, (comp. the preceding δ), it would follow that he re- 
garded Jesus as sinless, which is confirmed by what he says, 
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Strom. vil. 12. p. 875. (Sylb. 742): cic μὲν οὖν μόνος ὁ ἀνεπιϑύμητος 
(which implies still more than ἀναμάρτητος) ἐξ ἀρχῆς ὁ κύριος, ὁ φιλάν- 
Jewros, ὁ καὶ δι’ ἡμᾶς ἄνδρωπος. Concerning Origen comp. § 63. 4. 
Hom. xii. in Lev. Opp. ii. p. 251....solus Jesus dominus meus in 
hance gencrationem mundus ingressus est, ete. de prince. ii. ὁ. 6 
ὁ 5.6. Opp. 1. p. 91. he endeavours to remove the difficulty 
which arises when we assume the absolute sinlessness of our 
Lord, in opposition to the assumption of a free spiritual deve- 
lopement (simile of an iron which is always exposed to the fire.) 
Comp. contra Cels. i. 69. Opp. i. p. 883: διὸ πρὸς τοῖς ἄλλοις καὶ 
μέγαν ἀγωνιστὴν αὐτόν φαμεν γεγονέναι, διὰ τὸ ἀν)ρώπινον σῶμα, πεπειρασμέξνον 
μὲν ὁμοίως πᾶσιν ἀν)ρώποις κατὰ πάντα, οὐκέτι δὲ ὡς ἄνδρωποι μετὰ ἁμαρτίας, 
ἀλλὰ πάντη χωρὶς ἁμαρτίας. (Hebr. iv. 15., where 1 Pet-n.224and 
2 Cor. v. 21 are also quoted.) 

®) Comp. Clem. Strom. iy. p. 600. (Sylb. 506.) and Neander 
Gnost. Syst. p. 49 flwg. Baur, Versohnungslehre, p. 24. 


8 68. 
ON REDEMPTION AND ATONEMENT. 


(The Death of Christ.) 


Dissertatio historiam doctrine de redemtione ecclesiz, sanguine Jesu 
Christi facta exhibens, in Cotta’s edition of Gerhard’s loci theologici. T. 
iv. p. 105—132. W.C. LZ. Ziegler, historia dogmatis de redemtione, 
ete. inde ab ecclesiz primordiis usque ad Lutheri tempora, Gott. 1791. 
(in comment. theol. ed. A. Velthusen T. v. p. 227. seq.) * Bahr, K. die 
Lehre der Kirche vom Tode Jesu in den ersten 3 Jahrhunderten, Sulzb. 
1832. reviewed in the neue Kirchenzeitung 1833. No. 36. Baur, FP. 
Ch. die christliche Lehre von der Verséhnung in ihrer geschichtlichen 
Entwickelung von der altesten bis auf die neueste Zeit, Tubingen 1838. 
(pio) 

The tendency of Christ’s appearance on earth, as such, 
was to redeem men from sin, and to reconcile them to 
God, inasmuch as it destroyed the power of the devil, 
and restored the harmony of the human nature.C-) But in 
accordance with the doctrine preached by the Apostles, 
the suffermgs and death of Christ were from the com- 
mencement thought to be of prmeipal importance in the 
work of redemption. The Fathers of the primitive 
church regarded his death as a sacrifice and ransom 
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(λύτρον), and therefore ascribed to his blood the power of 
cleansing from sin and guilt,?) and attached a high im- 
portance, sometimes even a supernatural efficacy to the 
sign of the cross.@) They did not however rest satis- 
fied with vague and indefinite ideas, but in connection 
with the prevailing notions of the age, they further de- 
veloped the above doctrine, and represented the death of 
Christ as the actual victory over the devil, the restoration 
of the Divine image, and the source and condition of all 
happiness.) But however decidedly and victoriously 
this enthusiastic faith in the power of the Redeemer’s 
death manifested itself in the writings and lives of the 
Fathers, as well as in the persecutions and death of so 
many Christians, yet that theory of satisfaction had not 
then been formed, which represents Christ as satisfying 
the justice of God by suffering in the room of the sinner 
the punishment due to him. ‘The term satisfactio occurs 
indeed in the writings of Tertullian, but ina sense essen- 
tially different from, and even opposed to the idea of a 
sacrifice made by a substitute.©) ‘hat the design of the 
death of Christ was to reconcile man to God, was an opi- 
nion held by more than one of the Fathers in connection 
with other doctrines. Origen himself not only developed 
both the notion that the devil had been outwitted, and 
the idea of a sacrifice founded upon the typical language 
of the Old Testament,(@) but also decided in favour of 
the moral interpretation of Christ’s death, which he did 
not hesitate to compare with the heroic death of other 
great men of antiquity.(7) He also ascribed somewhat 
of the effects of an atonement to the death of the martyrs, 
as Clement had done before him.) And lastly, he 
understood the death of Jesus in an idealistic sense, as an 
event which is not limited to this world, nor to one single 
moment of time, but which has come to pass in heavenas 
well as on earth, embraces all ages, and is also of infinite 
importance to the other world.) 
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(1) «ὁ Christianity is not only the religion of redemption, inas- 
much as ἐξ realizes the idea of the union of the Divine and the 
human in the person of the Godman, but also the religion of com- 
plete and absolute reconciliation.” Baur, 1. ὁ. p. 5. Concerning 
the relation.in which redemption stands to reconciliation, ibid. 
On negative and positive redemption sce Neander, Kircheng. 1. 
p. 1070. [transl. ii. p. 310.] Justin M. brings forward the nega- 
tive aspect, (viz. the victory over the powers of darkness.) Dial. 
ο. 1: § 80: dard γὰρ τῶν δαιμονίων, ἅ ἐστιν ἀλλότρια τῆς SeocsPelas τοῦ 
Θεοῦ, οἷς Taras προσεκυνοῦμεν, τὸν Θεὸν ἀεὶ διὰ ᾿Ιῆσοῦ Χριστοῦ συντηρηῆναι 
παρακαλοῦμεν, ἵνα μετὰ τὸ ἐπιστρέψαι πρὸς Θεὸν OF αὐτοῦ ἄμωμοι ὦμεν. 
Bondoy γὰρ ἐκεῖνον καὶ λυτρωτὴν κωλοῦμεν" οὗ καὶ τὴν τοῦ ὀνόματος ἰσχὺν καὶ 
τὰ δαιμόνια τρέμει, κ. τ΄ ἃ. Trenseus speaks rather of the positive 
aspect, iii. 18, (20.) 20. (22.) p. 214...... Filius hominis factus est, 
ut assuesceret hominem percipere Deum et assuesceret Deum 
habitare in homine, sec. placitum Patris.. The work of redemp- 
tion was carried on through all the stages of life which Christ 
represented in himself, so that death appears as the crown of 
the entire work, 11. 22. 4. p. 147: Omnes enim venit per seme- 
tipsum salvare: omnes, inquam, qui per eum renascuntur in 
Deum, infantes et parvulos et pueros et juvenes et seniores. 
Ideo per omnem venit «wtatem, et infantibus infans factus, sanc- 
tificans infantes ; in parvulis parvulus, sanciificans hance ipsam 
habentes esetatem, simul et exemplum illis pictatis effectus ct 
justitiee et subjectionis ; in juvenibus juvenis, exemplum juveni- 
bus fiens, et sanctificans Domino; sic et senior in senioribus, ut 
sit perfectus magister in omnibus, non solum secundum exposi- 
tionem veritatis, sed οὐ secundum etatem, sanctificans simul et 
seniores, exemplum ipsis quoque fiens; deinde et usquead mor- 
tem pervenit, ut sit primogenitus ex mortuis, ipse primatum 
tenens in omnibus, princeps vit, prior omnium et precedens 
omnes. Comp. v. 16.—Comp. Tert. adv. Mare. 12. Clem. Coh. 
Ῥ. 6. Ῥ. 23: ἡμεῖς δὲ οὐκ ὀργῆς ϑρέωματα ἔτι, οἱ τῆς πλάνης ἀπεσπασμένοι, 
ἀΐσσοντες δὲ ἐπὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν. Ταύτη ror ἡμεῖς, οἱ τῆς ἀνομίας υἱοί ποτε, διὰ 
τὴν φιλανϑρωπίαν τοῦ λόγου νῦν υἱοὶ γεγόναμεν τοῦ Θεοῦ. Peed. 1. 2, 0.100: 
Έστιν οὖν 6 παιδαγωγὸς ἡμῶν λόγος διὸ παραινέσεων “εραπευτικὸς τῶν παροὶ 
φύσιν τῆς ψυχῆς παϑῶν. ... λόγος δὲ ὁ πατρικὸς μόνος ἐστὶν ἀν)ρωπίνων ἰατρὸς 
ἀῤῥωστημάτων παιώνιος καὶ ἐπῳδὸς ἅγιος νοσούσης ψυχῆς. Comp. i. 9. Ῥ. 
147. 1. 12. p. 158, quis div. salv. p. 951.52. (Comparison with 
the merciful Samaritan.) Origen also (contra Cels. iii. 28. Opp. 
i. p. 465.) perceives in the union of the Divine and the human in 
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Christ the commencement of an intimate connection between the 
one and the other, which is progressively developed in mankind : 
᾿ énelyou ἤρξατο Sele καὶ ἀν)ρωπίνη συνυφαίνεσιγωι φύσις" ἵν᾽ ἡ ἀνθρωπίνη 
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ὺ ϑειότερον χοινωνίῳ γένηται ele οὐκ ἐν μόνῳ τῷ ᾿Ιησοὺ, GAAG 


20S 7 
᾿ ~ 2 
χα, πᾶσι i μετῶὼ τοῦ πιστεύειν ἀναλαμβάνουσι βίον, ὃν Ἰησοῦς 


ee 6. 5: Propter hoc Dominus sustinuit tradere corpus 
suum in exterminium, ut remissione peccatorum sanctificemur, 
quod est sparsione sanguinis illius, etc. comp. c. 7, 11. and 12. 
Clem. Rom. ad Cor. i. c. 7: ᾿Ατενίσωμεν εἰς τὸ αἷμα τοῦ Χοιστοῦ καὶ 
ἴδωμεν ὡς ἔστιν τίμιον τῷ Seo (αἷμα) αὐτοῦ, ὅτι διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν 
ἐκχυθὲν παντὶ τῷ κόσμῳ μετανοίας χάριν ὑπήνεγκεν. comp. 1. 6. 2, where 
the παϑήματα αὐτοῦ grammatically refer to Θεὸς. (Mohler Patrol. 
“1 Ὁ: 61.) Ten, ad Smyrn. 6: μηδεὶς πλανάσϑω. Kal τὼ ἐπουράνια καὶ 


, \ 


ἢ δόξα τῶν ἀγγέλων, καὶ οἱ ἄρχοντες ὁρατοί TE κιαἱ ἀόρωτοι, ἐὰν μὴ πιστεύσωσιν 
sig τὸ αἵἴωοω Χριστοῦ, χολεΐνοις κρίσις ἐστίν. (He also defended the 
reality of his bodily sufferings in opposition to the Docets, c. 2.) 
Just. M. Ap. i. 63. dial. c. Tr. 41. 95. and the other passages are 
given with their interpretation in the work of Bahr, p. 42 flwg. 
Ep. ad Dign. ὁ. 9. The writings of Clement of Alexandria also 
abound with passages relative to the efficacy of the death of 
Jesus, Coh. p. 86, comp. Bahr, 1. c. p. 76. ibid. 88. Peed. i. 9. p. 
148, 11. 2. p. 177. (διττὸν τὸ aiwa τοῦ κυρίου) and other passages. A 
mystical interpretation of the crown of thorns, Peed 11. 8. p. 214. 
15. (with reference to Hebr. ix. 22.), a passage which Bahr has 
overlooked. In the treatise qu. dives salvus 34. p. 954. the 
phrase occurs: «iva Θεοῦ πωιδὺς (not ταιδὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ); hence the 
assertion of Bahr (p. 116.) that the Lutheran phrase “ the blood 
of God,’ would have met with opposition on the part of all the 
Fathers of this period, cannot be admitted in_its full extent. 
Concerning the efficacy of his death sce Strom. iv. 7. 583. and 
other passages. On the other hand, it is worthy of notice, that 
Clement, as Philo had done before him, and Origen did after 
him, applies the idea of the priestly office of Christ in an ideal 
sense to the Logos, without any reference to the death which 
he suffered in his human nature, comp. Bahr, p. 81. 


* Inferences may be drawn from these sentiments of Origen, which are not 
in accordance with the simple truth of Scripture ; but they may also be so 
interpreted as to agree with the example of wholesome doctrine. The lat- 
ter is undoubtedly better and more charitable than the former. Mosheim, 
transl. p. 297. 
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3) The fact that the heathen charged the Christians with 
rendering homage to all that were crucified, (Or. c. Cels, ii 47. 
Opp. 1. p. 422.) shows, to say the least, that the latter held the 
cross in high esteem. On the symbolical signification of the 
cross, and the earlier fanciful interpretations of the allegorists 
concerning the blood of Christ, comp. ὃ 29.3. On the effects 
of the cross upon the demons, see § 11. 

(4) « The notion that the death of Christ represented the vie- 
tory over the devil, was so agreeable to the entire circle of ideas in 
which these times moved, that rt was very difficult to abandon tt.” 
Baur, 1. c. p. 228. He also maintains that this mode of consider- 
ing the death of Christ was transferred from the Gnostics to the 
church by simply converting the person of the demiurgus into 
that of the devil. (2) It isrepresented in this period by Zreneus. 
His train of reasoning is the following: Man came under the 
dominion of the devil by violating the Divine commandment. 
This state of bondage lasted from Adam to Christ. The latter 
delivers men by rendering perfect obedience on the cross, and 
paying a ransom with his blood. God did’not rescue their souls 
from the power of the devil by force, as the devil himself had 
done, but secundum suadelam (that the devil might convince 
himself of the justice of the manner in which he was treated.) 
The devil had indeed employed suadela (persuasion) in relation 

to man, but force in relation to God. But man voluntarily 
abandoning the service of the devil, as he had voluntarily placed 
himself under his sway, the judicial relation in which God stands 
to man, was restored. Comp. Iren. adv. Her. v. 1.1. From 
this he infers the necessity of the Saviour’s twofold nature (the 
more Irenzeus in this particular point departs from the prevail- 
ing notion of the age, the more his views approach those of 
Anselm in a later period), 11. 18. 7: “Hywoev τὸν ἄνϑοωπον τῷ Seg, 
Ei γὰρ μὴ ἄνδρωπος ἐνίκησε τὸν ἀντίπαλον τοῦ ἀν)ρώπου, οὐκ ἂν δικαίως 
ἐνικήϑδη ὁ ἐχϑρός, comp. Vv. 21. 8. ili. 19. 3: ὥσπερ γὰρ ἦν ἄνθοωπος 
ἵνα πειρασϑ)ῆ, οὕτως καὶ λόγος ἵνα δοξασλῇ, ete. (comp. ὃ 65. 3.) Both 
the perfect obedience of Christ, and the shedding of his blood 
as aransom (y. 1. L: τῷ ἰδίῳ οὖν αἵματι λυτρωσαμένου ἡμᾶς τοῦ κυρίου, 
καὶ δόντος τὴν ψυχὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν ἡμετέρων ψυχῶν, καὶ τὴν σάρκα τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
dur} τῶν ἡμετέρων σαρκῶν, etc.) form in the system of Irenzus the 
negative aspect of the doctrine of redemption, to which is added 
the positive one, the communication of a new principle of life, 
ii. 23. 7. Comp. Baur, 1. ὁ. p. 30—42. Bahr, p. 55—72. 


ON REDEMPTION AND ATONEMENT. 177 


(Ὁ) Qn the peculiar usage of the term satisfactio comp. 
Munscher Handb. i. p. 223. Bahr, p. 90 flwg. From Tert. de 
pen. 5. 7. 8. 9. 10. de pat. 13. de pud. 9. it is evident “ that he 
applies the term satisfacere to such as make amends for their 
own sins by confession and repentance which shows itself by 
works ;’ but he never understands by it satisfactio vicaria in 
the sense which was afterwards attached to it. That Tertullian 
was far from entertaining such notions, may be proved from de 
cultu fem. i. 1., and the interpretation which he gives to Gal. 
iil. 18. contra Judzeos 10 ; he there represents the crime that had 
been committed, as a curse, but not the hanging on the tree (for 
Christ was not accursed by God, but by the Jews); thus also 
contra Mare. y. 5. and other passages which are quoted by Bahr, 
Ῥ. 89 flwg. In other points his views resemble those of Irenzus, 
ibid. p. 100—104. 

(6) Origen held both these notions, that of Ireneus concern- 
ing the victory over the devil, which he however represented as 
an act of deception on the part of God, and that ofa voluntary 
sacrifice. But the latter is not made to satisfy the claims of 
justice, but must be attributed to the love of God. Comp. Baur, 
p. 43—67. Bahr, p. 111 flwg.. Thomasius, p. 214 flwg. His 
interpretation of Is. li. 3. comes nearest to the view entertained 
in later times by Anselm, Comment. in Joh. Tom. 28. 14. Opp. 
iy. p. 892. Bahr, p. 1561. But Origen departs from the eccle- 
siastical doctrine of satisfaction in the manner in which he ex- 
plains e. g. the sufferings in the garden of Gethsemane, and the 
exclamation of Christ on the cross: My God, my God, ete. 
Bahr, p. 147—149. 

(1) Comp. the 19. Tom. in Joh. Opp. iv. p. 286. and the pas- 
sage before quoted from the 28. Tom. p. 393. contra Cels. i. 1. 
Ῥ. 949 : ὅτ, ὁ σταυρωϑεὶς ἑκὼν τοῦτον τὸν Javarov ὑπὲρ τοῦ τῶν ἀν)ρώπων 
γένους ἀνεδέξατο. ἀνάλογον σοῖς ἀποδανοῦσι t ὑπὲρ πατρίδων ἐ ἐπὶ τῷ σβέσαι λοιμιχὰ 
κρατήσαντα καταστήματα ἢ ἀφορίας ἢ δυσπλοίας, 'These human sacri- 
fices were thought to be connected with the influence exerted 
by the demons, which was to be removed by them ; see Baur, p. 
45, and Mosheim, in a note to the translation of the passage, p. 
70.—The death of Christ also gave an additional weight to his 


* But it should not be overlooked that Origen immediately afterwards con- 
nects this passage with 1 Cor. iv. 13, and applies to Christ in a higher degree . 
what is there said in reference to the Apostles. 
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doctrine, and was the cause of its propagation, Hom. in Jerem. 
10. 2. comp. Bahr, p. 142. who observes: that no ecclesiastical 
writer of this period beside Origen distinctly mentions this 
point. This idea bears indeed the greatest resemblance to the 
modern rationalistico-moral notions concerning the death of 
Christ. He also compares the death of Jesus with that of So- 
crates, contra Cels. 11. 17. Opp. 1. p. 403. 4. and regards it as a 
moral lever to strengthen the courage of his followers, ibid. 40 
—42. p. 418. 19. 

(8) Clement already believed that the death of the martyrs 

in some degree atoned for sin, Strom. iv. 9. p. 596. comp. p. 
602. 3. likewise Or. Comm. in Joh. Opp. iv. p. 153. 54. exhort. 
ad Martyr. 50. Opp, 1. p. 809: τάχα δὲ καὶ ὥσπερ τιμίῳ αἵματι τοῦ 
᾿Ιησοῦ ἠγοράσδημεν........ οὕτως τῷ τιμίῳ αἵματι τῶν μαρτύρων ὠγορασδήσονταί 
TIVES. 
(9) This view rests upon Col. i. 20. Comment. in Joh. i. 40. 
Opp. iv. p. 41,425 οὐ μόνον ὑπὲρ ἀνδρώπων ὠπέϑανεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὑπὲρ τῶν 
λοιπῶν λογικῶν, De prine. iv. 25. Opp. i. p. 188, (Red. p. 79. 
and 364.) There are two altars on which sacrifice is made, an 
earthly and a heavenly one, Hom. in Ley. i. 3. Opp. ii. p. 186. 
ii. 3. ibid, p.190. comp. Bahr, p. 119 flwg. Baur, p. 64. Thomas. 
p. 214—217. 

Irom all that has been said in reference to the subject in question, it would 
follow that the primitive church held the doctrine of vicarious sufferings, 
but not that of viearious satisfaction. But we should not lay too much 
stress upon the negative aspect of this inference, so as to justify or to 
identify it with that later interpretation of the death of Jesus which 


would exclude everything that is mysterious. Comp. Bahr, p. 5—8, 
and 176—180. 


8. 69. 
DESCENSUS AD INFEROS. 


Dietelmaier, J. A., Historia dogmatis de descensu Christi ad inferos, 
Altorf. 1762. 8. Semler, J. A., Observatio historico-dogmatiea de 
yario et impari veterum studio in recolenda historia descensus Christi ad 
inferos, Hal. 1775. J. Clausen, dogmatis de descensu Jesu Christi ad 
inferos historiam biblicam atque ecclesiasticam composuit, Hafn. 1801. 
Comp. Pott. Epp. cath. Exe. 111. [Comp. also: Pearson, On the Creed, 
ν. art. and Heylyn, On the Creed, vi. art. ] 


We have seen that the lathers of this period, with the 
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exception of Origen, limited the efficacy of Christ’s death 
to this world. But several writers of the second and 
third centuries thought that it was also retrospective in 
its effects, and inferred from some allusions in Scrip- 
ture,@) that Christ descended in the abode of the dead 
(Hades), to announce to the souls of the patriarchs, ete. 
which were there kept, the accomplishment of the work 
of redemption, and to conduct them with him into his 
glorious kingdom.) 


(.) Eph. iv. 9.1 Petr. ii. 19. 20. (in connection with Psalm xvi. 
10.)—On the clause descendit ad inferos in the Apostle’s creed 
which is of later origin, see Rufin. expos. p. 22. (ed. Fell) King, 
p- 169 ss. Pott. 1. ὁ. p. 300. [ Pearson, 1. 6. p. 237.] 

@) Apocryphal narrative in the Ev. Nic. ο. 17—27. Thilo 
Cod. Ap. i. p. 667 ss. Ullmann, historisch oder mythisch ? p. 
228. Anallusion is found in the Testament of the xu. patriarchs, 
Grabe, Spic. PP. Sec. 1. p. 250. On the passage in the oration 
of Thaddeus quoted by Eus. 1. 18 : κατέβη eg τὸν ἄδην καὶ διέσχισε 
ὡρωγμὸν τὸν ἐξ αἰῶνος μὴ σχισϑέντα, καὶ ἀνξστη καὶ συνήγειρε νεχροὺς τοὺς ἀπ’ 
αἰώνων κεκοιμημένους, καὶ πῶς κατέβη μόνος, ἀνέβη δὲ μετὰ πολλοῦ ὄχλου 
πρὸς τὸν Tureen αὐτοῦ, comp. Vales.—The passage from the longer 
edition of Ign. Ep. ad Trall. c. 9. 1. p. 64. is doubtful; and 
- that from the Shepherd of Hermas, Sim. ix. c. 16. refers more 
properly to the Apostles. More definite is the language of 
Tren. iv. 27. (45.) p. 264. (847.) v. 91. p. 331. (451.) Tert. de 
an. 7. and 55. Clem. Strom. vi. 6. p. 762—67. and ii. 9. p. 452. 
(where he quotes the passage from Hermas); the latter is in- 
clined to extend the preaching of the gospel to the Gentiles. 
Orig. contra Cels. ii. 43. Opp. i. p. 419. in libr. Reg. Hom. ii. 
Opp. 11. p. 492—98. especially towards the close-—Among the 
heretics we may mention the opinion of Marcion, that Christ 
did not deliver the patriarchs, but Cain, the people of Sodom, 
and all those who had been condemned by the demiurgus. Iren. 
1, 27. (29.) p. 106. (Gr. 104.) [On the opinions of the Fathers 
comp. also Pearson, 1. 6. p. 239. 245 flwg. and Heylyn, 1. c. p. 
264 flwg. | 
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DOCTRINE OF THE CONDITIONS OF SALVATION. 


Fleubner, H. £., historia antiquior dogmatis de modo salutis tenendz 
et justificationis, etc. Wittenb. 1805. 4. 


From what has been said in the preceding section it is 
evident that the primitive church generally believed that 
Jesus Christ was the only way of salvation, and the Me- 
diator between God and man. But all men were re- 
quired to appropriate to themselves, by a free and inde- 
pendent act, the blessings which Christ has obtained for 
them, and is willing to bestow upon every one.) The 
forgiveness of sins was made dependent both on true 
repentance,@) and the performance of good works.@? 
It is to be regretted, that the Fathers, in treating of this 
subject, sometimes used language which might easily be 
interpreted as favourable to the doctrine of the meri- 
toriousness of good works.¢) Nevertheless all agreed in 
making faith (in accordance with the apostolic doctrine) 
the conditio sine qua non of salvation,©-) and acknow- 
ledged that it alone possesses the power of making men 
happy by intimately uniting them to God (mio mys- 
tica).“6) Though the will of man was generally admit- 
ted to be free, yet it was also felt that it must be support- 
ed by Divine grace,‘7-) and thus gradually arose the idea 
of an eternal decree of God (predestination), which 
however was not yet thought to be unconditional.) 
Origen in particular endeavoured to explain the relation 
of predestination to the freedom of the human will in 
such a manner as should not endanger the latter.) 


\ 


(4) This follows from the above passages on-human liberty. 
Comp. Orig. contra Cels. ii. 28. Opp. 1. p. 465. (in connection, 
with what was mentioned ὃ 68), according to which every one 
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who lives in compliance with the precepts of Christ, obtains 
through him friendship with God, and is vitally united to him. 

@.) The very circumstance that in the opinion of the primitive 
church sins committed after baptism are less easily pardoned, 
(Clem. Strom. iv. 24. p. 634. Sylb. 536. C.) and the entire 
ecclesiastical discipline of the first ages prove this. As regards 
peraévore, Clement was aware of the distinction afterwards made 
between contritio and attritio, Strom. iv. 6, p. 580: τοῦ μετανοοῦν- 
ros δὲ τρόποι δύο" ὁ μὲν κοινότερος, φόβος ἐπὶ τοῖς πρωχϑεῖσιν, ὁ Oe ἰδιαίπερος, ἡ 
δυσωπίω ἡ πρὸς ἑαυτὴν τῆς «ψυχῆς ἐκ συνειδήσεως. On μετάνοια COMP. also 
Peed. i. 9. 146. and quis div. salv. 40. p. 957. 

3.) Cypr. de opere et eleem. p. 167. (237 Bal.): Loquitur in 
scripturis divinis Spir. 5. et dicit (Prov. xv. 29.): Eleemosynis 
et fide delicta purgantur. Non utique illa delicta, que fuerunt 
ante contracta, nam illa Christi sanguine et sanctificatione 
purgantur. Item denuo dicit (Heccles. ii. 33.): Sicut aqua 
extinguit ignem, sic eleemosyna extinguit peccatum. Hic 
quoque ostenditur οὐ probatur, quia sicut lavacro aque sa- 
lutaris gehennez ignis extinguitur, ita eleemosynis atque ope- 
rationibus justis delictorum flamma sopitur. Et quia semel in 
baptismo remissa peccatorum datur, assidua et jugis operatio 
baptismi instar imitata Dei rursus indulgentiam largitur (with 
a further appeal to Luke xi. 41.) Tears are also of great impor- 
tance, Ep. 31. p. 64. Rettb. p. 323. 389. Origen, Hom. in Lev. 
u. 4. Opp. u. p. 190. 91. enumerates 7 remissiones peccatorum : 
1. that which is granted in baptism ; 2. that which is obtained 
by martyrdom; 3. by alms, (Luke xi. 41); 4. by forgiveness 
which we grant to those who have trespassed against us, (Matth. 
vi. 14); 5. by the conversion of others, (James v. 20); 6. by 
exceeding great love, (1 Cor. xiii. 7; 1 Pet. iv. 8); 7. by pen- 
nance and repentance: Est adhuc et septima, licet dura et la- 
boriosa, per peenitentiam remissio peccatorum, cum lavat pec- 
cator in lacrymis stratum suum, et fiunt ei lacryme sux panes 
die ac nocte, et cum non erubescit sacerdoti Domini indicare 
peccatum suum et querere medicinam. On the merit of the 
martyrs, comp. § 68. Against the intercession of confessors yet 
living, Trt. de pud. 22. Cyprian also limits their influence to 
the day of judgment, de lapsis p. 129. (187.)—Concerning a 
jirst and second penance, see Herma Pastor. Mand. tv. 3. 
Clem. Strom. i. 13. p. 459: Καὶ οὐκ off ὁπότερον αὐτο χεῖρον 4 τὸ 
εἰδότω, ἁμαρτάνειν ἢ μετανοήσαντο ἐφ᾽ οἷς ἥμαρτεν πλημμελεῖν αὖϑις, The 
different views of Tertullian before and after his conversion to 
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Montanism may be seen by comparing de peenit. 7. with de pud. 
18. On the controversy between Cyprian and the Novatians 
see the works on ecclesiastical history. 

“) Traces of the doctrine of supererogatory works (opera su- 
pererogatoria) are found in the Shepherd of Hermas, Simil. 
Lib. 11. 5. 3: Si preeter ea quee non mandavit Dominus aliquod 
boni adjeceris, majorem dignitatem tibi conquires et honoratior 
apud Dominum eris, quam eras futurus. Origen speaks in a 
similar manner, Ep. ad Rom. L. 11. Opp. T.iv. p 507. (he makes 
an acute distinction between the unprofitable servant, Luke xvi. 
10, and the good and faithful servant, Matth. xxv. 21, and 
appeals to 1 Cor. vii. 25, concerning the virgins.) 

6) During this age, which had regard rather to theoretical 
knowledge, faith was for the most part considered as historico- 
dogmatic in its relation to γνῶσις, (comp. § 34.) This gave rise 
to the opinion that knowledge in Divine things justifies, while 
ignorance condemns. Minucius Fel. 35.: Imperitia Dei sufficit 
ad poenam, notitia prodest ad veniam. But though it was re- 
served for men of later times to investigate more profoundly the 
idea of justifying faith in the Pauline sense, yet correct views on 
this subject were not entirely wanting during this period. Tert. 
adv. Mare. v. 3: Ex fidei libertate justificatur homo, non ex legis 
servitute, quia justus ex fide vivit. According to Clement of Alex- 
andria faith is not only the key to the knowledge of God (Coh. 
p- 9.), but by it we are also made the children of God, ib. p. 23, 
(comp. § 68. 1.) p. 69. Clement accurately distinguishes between 
theoretical and practical unbelief, and understands by the latter 
the want of susceptibility of Divine impressions, a carnal mind 
which would have everything in a tangible shape, Strom, ii. 4. 
p. 486.—Orig. in. Num. Hom. xxvi. Opp. iii. p. 3869: Impossi- 
bile est salvari sine fide. Comm. in Ep. ad Rom. Opp. iv. p. 
517: Etiam si opera quis habeat ex lege: tamen, quia non sunt 
eedificata supra fundamentum fidei, quamvis videantur esse bona, 
tamen operatorem suum justificare non possunt, quod eis deest 
fides, que est signaculum eorum, qui justificantur a Deo. 

(6) Clement Coh. p. 90: ὦ τῆς ἁγίας καὶ μακαρίας ταύτης δυνάμεως, 
O° ἧς ἀνδρώποις συμπολιτεύεται Θεός. ". τ. A, quis. div. galv. p: 951: 
ὅσον γὰρ ἀγαπῷ τις τὸν Θεὸν, τοσούτῳ καὶ πλέον ἐνδοτέρῳ τοῦ Θεοῦ παραδύεται. 
Ideal quictism, Psd. 1. 13. p. 160: τέλος δέ ἐστι ϑεοσεβείας ἡ ἀΐδιος 

‘dvawavors ἐντῷ Θεῷ. Comp. 111, 7. p. 277. 78. (in reference to 
riches in God), Strom. ἢ, 16. p. 467. 68. iv. 22. p. 627. 630. 
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(1) Tert. ad uxor. 1. 8: Quedam sunt divine liberalitatis, 
queedam nostre operationis. Que a Domino indulgentur, sua 
gratia gubernantur ; que ab homine captantur, studio perpe- 
trantur, cf. de virg. vel. 10. de patient. 1. adv. Hermog. 5. 
Clement of Alexandria looks favourably at Synergism, Coh. 
1.99. Strom. v. 13. p. 696. vii. 7. p. 860: ws “δὲ 6 ἰατρὸς ὑγείαν 
παρέχεται τοῖς συ νεργοῦσι πρὸς ὑγείαν, οὕτως καὶ ὁ Θεὺς τὴν αἴδιον σωτηρίαν 
τοῖς συνεργοῦσι πρὸς γνῶσίν τε καὶ εὐπραγίαν, quis. div. salv. p. 947: 
Βουλομένωις μὲν γὰρ 6 Θεὸς ταῖς ψυχαῖς συνεπιπνεῖ, and thus Orig. Hom. 
in Ps. Opp. ΠΣ p: 571: τὸ τοῦ λογικοῦ ayadov μικτόν ἐστιν ἐκ τὲ τῆς 
προαιρέσεως αὐτοῦ καὶ τῆς συμπνεούσης ϑείας δυνάμεως τῷ τὰ κάλλιστα προε- 
λομένῳ, comp. de prine. iii. 1. 18, ΟΡρ. 1. p. 129. and 22. p. 137. on 
Rom. ix. 16, and the apparent contradiction between 2 Tim. ii. 
20. 21. and Rom. ix. 21. Cyprian, de gratia Dei ad Donat. 
p. 3.4: Ceterum si tu innocentiz, si justitie viam teneas, si 
illapsa firmitate vestigii tui incedas, si in Deum viribus 
totis ac toto corde suspensus, hoc sis tantum quod esse ceepisti, 
tantum {101 ad licentiam datur, quantum gratie spiritalis auge- 
tur. Non enim, qui beneficiorum terrestrium mos est, in capes- 
sendo munere ceelesti mensura ulla vel modus est: profiuens 
largiter spiritus nullis finibus premitur, nec coercentibus claus- 
tris intra ‘certa metarum spatia frenatur, manat jugiter, exuberat 
affuenter. Nostrum tantum sitiat pectus et pateat; quan- 
tum illuc fidei capacis afferimus, tantum gratie inundantis 
haurimus. De Orat. dom. p. 144. (208.) adv. Jud. 11. 25 ss. p. 
72. 42 ss. p. 77 85. 

©) Hermas represented the predestination of God as depen- 
dent on his foreknowledge, Lib. iti. Simil. 8. 6. likewise Justin 
M. Dial. c. Tryph. ὃ 141. Iren. iv. 29. 2. p. 267. Minuc. Fel. 
c. 36. Tert. adv. Mare. 11. 25. Clem. Al. Ped. 1. 6. p. 114.: 
οἶδεν οὖν (ὁ Θεὺς) og κέκληκεν, ods σέσωκεν. According to Strom. vi, p. 
763. it 15. men’s own fault if they are not elected. ‘They re- 
semble those who voluntarily jump out of the vessel into the 
sea. “ Thus the practical disposition of Cyprian was opposed 
to the doctrine of rigid predestination, of irresistible grace ; he 
could not so readily and so boldly admit all the consequences 
which are found in the stupendous fabric of Augustine's system.” 
- That the bishop of Hippo nevertheless thought to have dis- 
covered his own. orthodoxy in the writings of Cyprian, may per- 
haps be ascribed to his eager desire to see the principles which he 
so zealously defended, confirmed by the opinions of others,” Rett- 
berg p. 921. 
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©) Origen is far from believing in the doctrine of reprobation. 
De prine. iii.1, Opp. i. p. 115, (Redep. p. 20.) he calls those 
heterodox who adduce the passage relative to the hardening of 
Pharaoh’s heart, and other passages of the Old Test. of similar 
import in opposition to the αὐτεξούσιον of the human soul. He 
explains God’s dealings with Pharaoh from physical analogies : 
the rain falls upon different kinds of soil, and causes different 
plants to grow; the sun both melts wax, and hardens clay. 
Even in common life it sometimes happens that a good master 
Says to his lazy servant whom he has spoiled by indulgence: ἢ 
have spoiled you. But he does not mean to say, that such was 
his intention. Origen (as Schleiermacher did in later times) 
perceives in what is called reprobatio only a longer delay of the 
grace of God. As a physician often employs those remedies 
which apparently produce bad effects, but heal the disease 
radically, instead of using such as would effect a speedy cure, 
so God acts in his dealings with men; he has prepared their 
souls not only for this short passing life, but for eternity, ibid. 
p. 121. (Redep. p. 26.) He adduces a similar illustration from 
the husbandman (according to Matth. xiii. 8.), and then goes 
on, p. 128 ; ἄπειρον γὰρ ἡμῖν, ὡς ἂν εἴποι τις, αἱ ψυχαὶ, καὶ ἄπειρα τὰ 
τούτων ἤϑη καὶ πλεῖστα ὅσα, τὰ κινήματα καὶ αἱ προϑέσεις καὶ ἐπιβολαὶ καὶ αἱ 
ὁρμναὶ, ὧν Eig μόνος οἰκονόμος ἄριστος, καὶ τοὺς καιροὺς ἐπιστάμενος, καὶ τὰ ἀρμό- 
ζοντα βοηϑήματα καὶ τὰς ὠγωγὰς καὶ τὼς ὁδοὺς, ὁ τῶν ὅλων Debs καὶ πατήρ. 
see ibid, the interpretation of Ezek. xi. 19. and other passages. 
On the connection subsisting between Origen’s doctrine of pre- 
destination and his doctrine of the pre-existence of the soul, 
comp. de prince. 11. 9.7. Opp.i. p. 99. (Red. p. 220.) in refe- 
rence to Jacob and Esau. Origen also held, like the other 
Fathers prior to the time of Augustine, that predestination was 
dependent on foreknowledge, Philoc. c. 25. on Rom. vii. 28, 
29. (quoted by Munscher edit. by v. Colln, i. p. 369.) 
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FIFTH SECTION. 


THE CHURCH AND HER MEANS OF GRACE. 
aval 


THE CHURCH. 


Henke, H. Th. C., historia antiquior dogmatis de unitate ecclesiae. Helmst. 
1781. + Mohler, die Einheit der Kirche. Tiib. 1825. *Rothe, Rich., 
die Entwickelung des Begriffs der Kirche inihrem ersten Stadium. (The 
third book of his work: die Anfange der christlichen Kirche und ihrer 
Verfassung. Wittenb. 1837.1. vol.) Gess, die Einheit der Kirche im 
Sinn Cyprians (in den Studien der evangelischen Geistlichkeit Wiirtem- 
bergs, Stuttgart 1838. ii. 1. p. 147.) Huther, Cyprian, comp. 8. 26. 9. 
Schenkel, see §. 30. In reference to Rothe’s work: Petersen, A., die 
Idee der christlichen Kirche. Lpzg. 1839. 8. 


A holy Catholic Christian church which is the commun- 
ion of saints, was the expression used in the Christian 
confession of faith to denote the feeling of Christian fel- 
lowship which prevailed in the primitive church, though 
no distinct definitions concerning the nature of the church 
are found previous to the time of Cyprian.4) Among 
the many images under which the church was represent- 
ed, none was so frequently employed as that of a mother, 
or of Noah’s ark. The Fathers uniformly asserted, both 
in opposition to heretics, and to all who were not Chris- 
tians, that there is no salvation out of the church, but 
that all the fulness of the Divine grace is to be found in 
it.2-) Clement of Alexandria in particular, and still more 
strongly Cyprian, maintain the unity of the church.@-) 
The definitions of the latter, who takes a more practical 
position, are of great importance in the history of this 
doctrine. But he did not sufficiently distinguish bétween 


s 
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the historico-empirical, visible existence of the church, 
and the idea of a church which is above the change of 
mere forms, and gradually developes itself to a state of 
higher perfection.¢) This is shown by the Novatian 


controversy. Thus it happened, that the apostolico- _ 


Christian doctrine of a universal priesthood was more and 
more superseded by the hierarchy of the bishops, and the 
internal was converted into the external.@.) The false 
idealism of the Gnostics, and the heretical and schismati- 
cal tendencies of separate sects form a striking contrast 
with this false external unity of the Catholic church.) 


(1) The general character of the earlier period (previous to 
the time of Cyprian) is that of abstract indefiniteness. What 
the theologians of this period say concerning the nature of the 
church is so frequently void of clearness and precision, that tt is 
almost impossible fully to ascertain their real sentiments on this 
point ; tt is nothing uncommon to see the same Fathers evading, 
or even rejecting consequences which necessarily follow from their 
general reasonings. They thus evince a fickleness (7) which pre- 
vents us from forming any decided and certain opinion as to 
their ideas of the nature of the church.” Rothel. c. p. 575. 

@) On the term ἐκκλησία in general (corresponding to the He- 


brew ΠΡ my ri? Ν ΡΟ) comp. Suicer thes. sub voce. 


Rothe, p. 74 flwg. ‘The phrase ἐκκλησία καθολικὴ first’ occurs in 
the inscription of the Ep. Smyrn. de mart. Polycarpi about the 
year 169, Eus. iv. 15. comp. Ign. ad Smyrn. 8.: ὥσπερ ὅπου ἂν ἢ 
Χριστὸς ᾿Ιησοῦς, énei ἡ nadorinn ἐκκλησία, How great an importance 
the Fathers were accustomed to attribute to the church, may be 
seen from Irenzeus, adv. her. i. 4. 1. and ii. 24, (40.) The 
church alone contains all the riches of truth; out of her there 
are nothing but thieves and robbers, pools with foul water: 
Ubi enim ecclesia, ibi et spiritus Dei, ubi spiritus Dei, illic ec- 
clesia et omnis gratia, (comp. Huther 1. ὁ. p. 4. 5.) iv. 31. 8., ac- 
cording to which the pillar of salt into which the wife of Lot 
was transformed, represents the durability of the church, and 
other passages (comp. ὃ. 34. 1. 2.) Clement of Alexandria de- 
vives the term and the idea of ἐκκλησία. from the elect forming a 
society; Coh. p. 69. and Ped. 1. 6. p. 114.: ὡς γὰρ τὲ ϑέλημα αὐτοῦ 
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ἔργον ἐστὶ καὶ τοῦτο κόσμος ὀνομάζεται" οὕτως καὶ τὸ βούλημα adrod ἀνλρώπων 
ἐστὶ σωτηρία" καὶ τοῦτο ᾿Εχκλησίω χέχληται" οἶδεν οὖν OUS κέκληκεν, CUS σέσω- 
κεν. Comp. Strom. vil. 5. p. 840. : οὐ γὰρ νῦν τὸν τόπον, ἀλλὰ «τὸ ἄδρο- 
ἰσμο; τῶν ἐκλεκτῶν ᾿Εχχλησίαν καλῶ. κ, τ. A. Clement describes the 
church as a mother, Ῥεα. 1. 5. p. 110. even as both a mother 
and a virgin, 6. 6, p. 123; in speaking of this subject he indul- 
ges in allegories, p. 111 flwg. The church is the body of the 
Lord. Strom. vii. 14. p. 885. Comp. p. 899. 900. (765 Sylb.) 
Though Clement asserts that only the true Gnostics (οἱ ἐν τῇ ἐπὶσ- 
τήμῃ) form the church, yet he does not so much contrast with 
them those who have only faith, as the heretics who have no- 
thing but an opinion (οἴησις), and the heathen who live in total 
ignorance (éyvoe.) Strom. vil. 16. p. 894. (760 Sylb.) Origen 
also, though generally speaking he judges mildly of heretical 
or sectarian opinions, (contra Cels. iii. § 10—13), asserts that 
there is no salvation out of the church, Hom. ii. in Josuam, Opp. 
u. p. 404: Nemo semetipsum decipiat, extra hanc domum 1. e. 
extra ecclesiam nemo salvetur, and Selecta in Hiob. ibid. in. p. 
501. 502. Concerning the views of Zertullian we must make a 
distinction between those which he held prior, and those which 
he entertained anterior to his conversion to Montanism. Comp. 
Neander, Antign. p. 264 flwg. The principal passages relative 
to his earlier opinions are: de prescript. c. 21 ss. 32. 35. de 
bapt. ὁ. 8. de orat. ὁ. 2, where the above images are carried out 
at some length. Thus Cyprian Ep. 4. p. 9; Neque enim vivere 
foris possunt, cum domus Dei una sit, et nemini salus esse, nisi 
in ecclesia possit. He too adduces a variety of similar images. 
Comp. note 8, 


““ The common opinion that the proposition: quod extra ecclesia nulla salus, 
or: de ecclesia, extra quam nemo potest esse salvus, was for the first time 
laid down by Augustine in the Donatist controversy, ts imcorrect. It was 
only the necessary consequence and application of earlier principles, and 
was distinctly implied in the form which the doctrine of the church had 
assumed since the time of Ireneus. Hence we find in the writings of the 
latter many allusions to it, though he does not make use of the somewhat 
harsh phrase given above. But it is almost to be regretted that both this 
idea and phrase have entirely disappeared in the present age, inasmuch as 
they express a profound truth, and might with equal propriety be used by 
all parties in the church. Sor life and happiness are only to be found in 
religion, und out of it there is nothing but death and misery.” Marhei- 
neke (in Daub und Creuzers Studien iii, p. 187.) 
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8) On the unity of the church see Clem. Al. Pad. i. 4. p. 103. 
c. 6. p. 128. : Ὦ ϑαύματος μυστικοῦ' εἷς μὲν ἡ τῶν ὅλων marng εἷς δὲ καὶ 
ὁ τῶν ὅλων λόγος" καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον ἕν καὶ τὸ αὐτὸ πανταχοῦ μία ὃς 
μόνη γίνεται μήτηρ παρϑένος. x. 7. δ, Strom. i. 18. p. 375. vi 6. p- 848. 
and other passages. Concerning the opinion of Tertull. comp. the 
passages before cited. Cyprian wrote a separate work on the 
doctrine of the unity of the church about the year 251: de uni- 
tate ecclesiee, with which several of his extant letters (see note 
5) may be compared. He adds some new images to those used 
by Tertullian, as illustrative of this unity: the sun which casts 
forth many rays, the tree with its many branches, all of which 
derive their nourishment and strength from the one root, the 
one source which gives rise to many brooks: Avelle radium solis | 
a corpore, divisionem lucis unitas non capit; ab arbore frange 
ramum, fractus germinare non poterit; a fonte precide rivum, 
preecisus arescet. Sic ecclesia Domini luce perfusa per orbem 
totum radios suos porrigit etc.—He also treats at great length 
of the image of the one mother: Ilius foetu nascimur, illus 
lacte nutrimur, spiritu ejus animamur. He who has not the 
church for his mother, has no longer God for his father (de unit. 
eccles. 5.6.) According to the usage of the Old Test. faithless- 
ness towards the church is compared with adultery. The trinity 
itself is an image of the unity of the church (comp. Clement 1. 
c.), as well as the coat of Christ which was not to be rent, the 
passover which had to be eaten in one house, the one dove in 
Solomon’s Song, the house of Rahab which alone was to be pre- 
served, etc. Quite in consistence with such notions, he main- 
tains that martyrdom out of the church, so far from being meri- 

torious, is rather an aggravation of sin: Esse martyr non potest, 

qui in ecclesia non est. . . Occidi talis potest, coronari non potest, 
etc. Comp Rettb. 241 flwg. p. 355 flwg p. 367 flwg. Huther 
p. 52—59. 

(4) The phrase viseble and invisible church has in modern times 
been objected to (Rothe, p. 99 flwg.); on this account we have 
endeavoured to paraphrase it, though the common term, if 
rightly understood, has the advantage of being brief, and forms 
a barrier against any confusion between the external and the in- 
ternal. 

6) If the genuineness of the epistles of Ignatius (even of the 
shorter recension) were fully established, they would prove be- 
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yond all dispute, that submission to the bishops was considered 
as a doctrine of the church at a very early period. Comp. Ep. 
ad Smyrn. c. 8. : Πάντες τῷ ἐπισκόπῳ axoroudeire, ὡς Inoots Χριστὸς τῷ 
πατρί ete. ad Polye. c. 6. ad Eph. 6. 4. ad Magn. 6. 6. ad Philad. 
6. 7. ad Trall. c. 2. Comp. Rothe, p. 445 flwg. Zren. 111. 14. iv. 
26. (43.) v. 20. On the succession of the bishops: ui. 3. (pri- 
macy of the Romish church); comp. with it Neander i. 3. p. 
318 note. Though Tertullian appeared formerly willing, de 
preeser. c. 32., to concede to the church of Rome the precedence 
over other churches, yet after his conversion to Montanism he 
combated the pretensions of the Romish bishops, de pud. 21.; 
he there alludes particularly to the words of Christ addressed 
to Peter: dabo tibi claves ecclesis,—and maintains that the 
word ¢ibi refers to Peter alone, and not to the bishops. He 
supposed that spiritual men were the successors of Peter, and 
distinguished between the ecclesia spiritus per spiritales homui- 
nes (in which the trinity dwells) and that ecclesia which is com- 
posed of the sum total of the bishops (numerus episcoporum. ) 
On this ground (but not in the purely apostolic sense) he de- 
fended the idea of a spiritual priesthood. Neander, Antignos- 
ticus, p. 258-59. and p. 272. On the contrary Cyprian conceives 
the true priestly dignity to consist in the very episcopal power 
(but not so much in that of the Romish bishops exclusively, as 
in that of all the bishops collectively,) and thinks that the unity 
of the church is represented by the successors of the apostles. 
Hence he who does not take the part of the bishop, no more be- 

longs to the church. Comp. especially the following epistles : 
45, 52. 55. 64. 66. 67. 69. 74. 76. (c. 2.) see Huther p. 59 flwg. 
Rettberg p. 367 flwg. Gess p.150 flwg. Neander, Kirchenges- 
chichte i. 1. p. 404—7. 

7.) Wherever the term ἐκκλησία, occurs 6. g. in the Clementine 
Homilies (Hom. ii. 60. 65. 67. p. 653 ss. vii. 8. p. 680. Cred- 
ner iii. p. 908. Baur, p. 373.), it is to be understood in a limited 
sense. Concerning the Ebionites Epiphanius observes, Heer. 30. 
18. p. 142 : συναγωγὴν δὲ οὗτοι καλοῦσι τὴν ἑαυτῶν ἐκκλησίαν nol οὐχὶ ἐκ- 
κλησίαν. Comp. Credn. i. p. 236. The Ebionitic tendency con- 
verted the idea of the church into that of a Jewish sect, the 
Gnostics refined it into an idealistic world of aeons (Baur, p. 
172.); on the one hand we have a body without life, on the 
other a phantom without body. 
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BAPTISM. 


Voss, G. J,, de baptismo. disputt. xx. Opp. Amstel. 1701. fol. T. vi. 
Matthies, C. St., baptismatis expositio biblica, historica, dogmatica. 
Berol. 183i. Walch, J. G., Historia pedobaptismi 4 priorum secul. 
Jen, 1739. 4. (Misc. sacr, Amstel. 1744.4.) [Robinson, the History of 
Baptism. Lond. 1790. Halley, R., The Sacraments. P. I. Baptism. 
Lond. 1844. ] 

The doctrine of the church stands in intimate connec- 
tion with the doctrme of baptism. From the earliest 
times‘) great importance was attached to the latter be- 
cause of its supposed relation to the forgiveness of sin 
and to regeneration. . Some of the Fathers, especially 
freneus, Tertullian, and Cyprian, in treating of this sub- 
ject, as well as of the doctrine of the church, often in- 
dulge in exaggerated language, in fanciful and absurd al- 
legories,and in symbolical interpretations,@) while Origen 
draws a more distinct line between the external sign, and 
the internal thing which it is meant to teach.) Infant- 
. baptism had not come into general use prior to the time 
of Tertullian. Though a strenuous advocate of the doc- 
trine of original sin, he nevertheless opposed peedo- 
baptism, on the ground that those who have not com- 
mitted any actual transgression, need no cleansing from 
sin.4) Origen on the contrary favoured infant-bap- 
tism.©) In the time of Cyprian it became so general 
in the African church, that the African bishop Fidus, 
appealing to the analogous rite of circumcision under the 
Old Test. dispensation, proposed to delay the performance 
of the ceremony of baptism to the eight day. Cyprian 
however did not give his consent to this mnovation.() 
The baptism of newly converted persons was yet fre- 
quently deferred till the approach of death (Baptismus 
Clinicorum.)%) During this period a question arose, 
which was intimately connected with the doctrine of the 
nature of the church, viz. whether the baptism of heretics 
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was to be accounted valid, or whether a heretic who re- 
turned to the Catholic church was to be rebaptized ? In 
opposition to the usage of the Eastern and African 
churches, which was defended by Cyprian, the principle 
was established in the Romish church under Stephanus, 
that the rite of baptism, if duly performed, was always 
valid, and its repetition contrary to the tradition of the 
church (2. 6. the Romish church.)@) Baptism was entirely 
rejected by some Gnostic sects, while 1t was held in high 
esteem by the Marcionites and Valentinus. But the 
mode of baptism which they adopted was altogether dif- 
ferent from that of the Catholic church, and founded 
upon quite another principle.) The idea of a baptism 
of blood originated with martyrdom, and was in accord- 
ance with the mind of the age.) 


a.) Concerning the baptism of Christ and of the Apostles, 
comp. the works on biblical theology, and in reference to the 
mode of baptism (immersion, formula, etc.) see the works on 
archeology. Augusti, vol. vii. On theterms: βάπτισμα, βαπτισ- 
μὸς, λοῦτρον, φωτισμὸς, σφραγὶς and others, comp. the Lexicons. Re- 
specting baptism as it was practised previous to the appearance 
of Christ: Schneckenburger, uber das Alter der judischen Pro- 
selytentaufe und deren Zusammenhang mit dem johanneischen 
und christlichen Ritus, Berlin, 1828, where the literature is 
given, and | Halley, R. Lectures on the Sacraments, P. 1. 
Baptism. p. 111—161. | 

@) On the supernatural influence which the author of the 
Clementine Homilies ascribes to water, in connection with the 
notions widely spread in the East, comp. 6. g. Hom. ix. and x. 
see Baur, Gnos. p. 372. Credner, 1. ὁ. i. p. 2386, and iii. p. 
303. Concerning the Ebionites it is said by Epiph. Indicul. ii. 
Ῥ. 53; τὸ ὕδωρ ἀντὶ Scot ἐχόυσι. comp. Heer. 30. Together with the 
symbolical interpretation of the cross we find in the writings of 
the Apostolical Fathers a symbolical interpretation of water : 
Barn. 11. Hermas Pastor Vis. iii. 3. Mand. iv. 3.‘ Simil. ix. 
6. Justin M. (Apol. i. 61.) contrasts baptismal regeneration 
with natural birth ἐξ ὑγρᾶς σπορᾶς, By the latter we become 
σέχνα ἀνάγκης, ἀγνοίας ; by the former τέχνα προαιρέσεως καὶ ἐπιστήμης, 
ἀφέσεως τε ἁμαρτιῶν ; hence the λοῦτρον is also called φωτισμύς, Comp. 
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Dial. ο. Tr. ec. 13 and 14, where mention is made of the antithe- 
sis between baptism and Jewish lustrations. _Theoph. ad Aut. 
ii. 16. interprets the blessing which God pronounced on the 
fifth day of the work of creation upon the creatures of the water, 
as referring to the water used in baptism. Clement of Alexan- 
dria, Ped. i. 6. p. 118, connects the baptism of Christians with 
the baptism of Jesus. He becaine τέλειος only by it. And so it 
is with us: βαπτιφόμενοι φωτιζόμελα, φωτιξόμενοι υἱοποιούμενα, υἱοποιού- 
μενοι τελειούμενγα, τελειούμενοι ἀπαϑανατιξόμεδα, Baptism 18 ἃ χάρισμα. 
Comp. also p. 116, 117. where the baptized, in allusion to the 
cleansing power of weter, are called διυλιφόμενοι (filtered.) In- 
asmuch as a connection is brought about between the element 
and the Logos, or his power and spirit, he calls baptism also 
ὕδωρ λογικόν. Coh. p. 79. All former lustrations are abolished 
by baptism, being all included in it. Strom. iii. 12. p. 548. 49. 
Iren. iii. 17. (19.) p. 208. (224.) As dough cannot be made of 
dry flour, without the addition of some fluid, so we, the many, 
cannot be united in one body in Christ without the connecting 
element of water which comes down from heaven; and as the 
earth is quickened and rendered fruitful by dew and rain, so 
Christianity by the heavenly water, etc. Tertullian has written 
a separate treatise on this subject, entitled: de baptismo. 
Though he rejects the notion of a purely supernatural and me- 
chanical forgiveness of sins by baptism, (comp. Neander, Antign. 
p. 215), yet he takes occasion from the cosmical and psychical 
significance of water to adduce numerous analogies. Water 
(felix sacramentum aque nostra, qua abluti delictis pristine 
cecitatis in vitam sternam liberamur !) is in his view the ele- 
ment in which Christians alone feel at home, as the small fishes 
which follow the great fish (Ἰησοῦς.) Heretics, on the contrary, 
are the generation of vipers and snakes that cannot live in fresh 
water. Water is of great importance in the universe. The 
spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters—so upon the 
waters of baptism. As the church is compared with the ark, 
so the water of baptism is contrasted with the deluge, and the 
dove of Noah is a type of the dove of the Spirit As power is 


* Concerning these manifold allegorical interpretations of fish, dove, ete. 
comp. Minter, Sinnbilder der Christen, and Augusti in his essay: “* Die 
Kirchenthiere” in vol. xii. of his work on the Antiquities of the Christian 
church. But Tertullian rightly says in reference to himself: vereor ne laudes 
aque potius quam baptismi rationes videar congregasse ! 
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inherent in all water, it is indifferent what kind of water is used. 
The water of the Tiber possesses the same power as the water 
of Jordan, running produces the same effects as standing water, 
de bapt. 4: Omnes aque de pristina originis prerogativa sacra- 
mentum sanctificationis consequuntur, invocato Deo. Superve- 
nit enim statim Spiritus de ccelis et aquis superest, sanctificans 
eas de semet ipso et ita sanctificate vim sanctificandi combibunt. 
Cyprian spoke of the great importance of baptismal water from 
his own experience, de grat. ad Donat. p. 8. He does not in- 
deed maintain that water purifies as such, (peccata enim pur- 
gare et hominem sanctificare aqua sola non potest, nisi habeat 
et Spiritum 8. Ep. 74. p. 213), but his language leads us to sup- 
pose that he too believed in the supernatural efficacy of water. 
The devil was cast out of Pharaoh, when he and all his host 
were drowned in the Red Sea, (the sea is a symbol of baptism 
according to 1 Cor. x.); for the power of the devil does not ex- 
tend itself over water. As scorpions and snakes loose their 
strength, and must vomit their poison when thrown into the 
water, so the unclean spirits. In short, whenever water 1s 
mentioned in the Sacred Scriptures, the allegorical interpreta- 
tion is at once applied to it—“ ἐξ ts therefore not at all surpris- 
ing, that the rock in the wilderness, as well as the Samaritan 
woman at Jacob’s well, and many others, are regarded as types 
of baptism.”  Rettberg, p. 332. 

(4) The term σύμβολον, itself, which Origen uses, adv. Cels. i. 
Opp. i. p. 481. and Commentin Joh. Opp. iv. p. 192. indicates 
that he had a more or less distinct idea of the difference be- 
tween the image and the thing which it represents. Neverthe- 
less (οὐδὲν ἧττον) from the last mentioned passage it is evident, 
that he also considers baptism as something κατ᾽ αὐτὸ, viz. ἀρχὴ 
καὶ πηγὴ χαρισμάτων Δείων, because it is administered in the name 
of the divine Trias. Comp. Hom. in Luc. xxi. Opp. i. p. 
957. 

(4) The passages from Scripture which are thought to inti- 
mate that infant-baptism had come into use in the primitive 
church, are doubtful and prove nothing ; viz. Mark x. 14. Matth. 
xvii. 4. 6. Act. 1. 38. 39. 41. Act. x. 48. 1 Cor. i. 16. Col. ii. 
11.12. Nor does the earliest passage occurring in the writings 
of the Fathers, Iren. adv. her. 11. 22. 4. p. 147. see ὃ 68. 1.) af- 
ford any decisive proof. It only expresses the beautiful idea 

Oo 
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that Jesus was Redeemer in evcry stage of life, and for every 
stage of life; but it does not say that he redeemed children by 
the water of baptism, unless the term renasci be interpreted by 
the most arbitrary petitio principii to refer to baptism. Nor 
does the passage in question go to prove the contrary. But 
from the opposition which Tertullian raised to infant-baptism, 
de bapt. 18, it may be inferred, that 1t was a customary practice 
in his times. He alleges the following reasons against it :—1. 
the importance of baptism ; not even earthly goods are intrusted 
to those under age; 2. the consequent responsibility of the 
sponsors; 3. the innocence of children (quid festinat innocens 
etas ad remissionem peccatorum 7) ; 4. the necessity of being 
previously instructed in religion (Ait quidem Dominus: nolite 
eos prohibere ad me venire. Veniant ergo dum adolescunt, ve- 
niant dum discunt, dum quo veniant docentur; fiant Christiani 
cum Christum nosse potuerint.); 5. the great responsibility 
which the subject of baptism takes upon him (Si qui pondus 
intelligant baptismi, magis timebunt consecutionem, quam dila- 
tionem.) rom the last mentioned reason he recommends even 
to grown up persons, (single persons, widows, etc.) to delay bap- 
tism till they have either married, or formed the firm reso- 
lution to live a single life. Comp. Neander, Antignosticus, p. 
209. 210. (Robinson, 1. ὁ. ch. xxi. p. 164 flwg. | 

©) The views of Origen, Comm. in Ep. ad Rom, ν. Opp. iv. p. 
565. in Lev. Hom. vii. Opp. i. p. 290. in Lucam, Opp. ii. p. 
948. were connected with his notions concerning the sinful ele- 
ment in natural generation, (comp. ὃ 63.n. 4.) But it is worthy 
of notice, that in the first of the above passages he calls infant- 
baptism ὦ rite derived from the Apostles. 

(6) See Cypr. Ep. 59. (written in the name of 66 Occidental 
bishops, Ep. 64. edit. Oxon.) Cyprian maintains that infants 
should be baptized at the earliest convenience; but his argu- 
ment in favour of infant-baptism is not founded upon the guilt 
of original sin, on the contrary, upon the innocent condition of 
infants. Tertullian, on the other hand, urges this very reason 
in opposition to infant-baptism. But Cyprian looks more at 
the beneficial effects it is designed to produce, than at the re- 
sponsibility which is attached to it. As we do not hesitate to 
salute the new born, yet innocent babe, with the holy kiss of 
peace, “ since he still exhibits the marks of the creative hands of 
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God,’ so we should not raise any objection to his being bap- 
tized. Comp. Rettb. p. 331. Neander, K. G. 1. 2. p. 554. 
[trans]. i. p. 363. Robinson, 1. ὁ. ch. xxu. | 

“) On this custom, comp. the works on ecclesiastical history 
and antiquities. [Neander, transl. i. p. 358, 359.| Cyprian Ep. 
76. (69. edit. Ox. p. 185), where some very difficult questions 
are raised respecting sprinkling. Against the delay: Const. 
apost. vi. 15. as it is done from disregard or levity. Tertullian 
allows even laymen, but not women, to administer the rite of 
baptism in cases of emergency; de bapt. ὁ. 17. Comp. Const. 
apost. ii. ὁ. J—11. 

(8) Clement of Alexandria recognizes only that baptism as va- 
lid, which is administered in the catholic church: τὸ βάπτισμα τὸ 
αἱρετικὸν οὐκ οἰκεῖον καὶ γνήσιον ὕδωρ, Strom. i. 19. Ῥ. 375. likewise 
Tert. de bapt. c. 15: Unus omnino baptismus est nobis tam ex 
Domini evangelio, quam ex Apostoli litteris, quoniam unus Deus 
et unum baptisma et una ecclesia in ccelis...... Heeretici autem 
nullum habent consortium nostre discipline, quos extraneos 
utique testatur ipsa ademptio communicationis. Non debeo in 
illis cognoscere, quod mihi est preeceptum, quia non idem Deus 
est nobis et illis, nec unus Christus, i. e. idem ; ideoque nec bap- 
tismus unus, quia non idem. Quem quum rite non habeant, 
sine dubio non habent. Comp. de pud. 19. de preser. 12. The 
synods of Icontum and Synnada (about the year 235) pro- 
nounced the baptism of heretics invalid, see the letter of Firmi- 
lian, bishop of Caesarea to Cyprian, (Ep. 75.) Eus. vii. 7. A 
synod at Carthage (about the year 200), under Agrippinus had 
used similar language ; see Cypr. Ep. 73, (ad Jubaianum p. 199. 
130. Bal.) Cyprian adopted the custom of the Asiatic and 
African churches, and insisted that heretics should be re-bap- 
tized. But according to him this was not a repetition of the 
act of baptism, but the true baptism ; comp. Ep. 71. where he 
uses baptizari, but not re-baptizari in reference to heretics. 
Concerning the subsequent controversy with Stephanus, comp. 
Neander, K. 6. 1. p. 563. 77. [transl. i. p. 8369—377.| Rettberg, 
p: 156 flwg. The epistles 69—75 refer to this subject. Ste- 
phanus recognized as valid baptism administered by heretics, 
but demanded the laying on of hands as significant of poeniten- 
tia. The African bishops, on the other hand, restricted this lat- 
ter rite to the case of the lapsi, and appealed to the custom ob- 
served by the heretics themselves in confirmation of their view. 
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That the lapsi could not be re-baptized, needs no proof. The 
African usage was confirmed by the catholic synod, 255. and 
256. (11.) Comp. Sententiz Episcoporum Ixxxii. de baptizandis 
hereticis in Cypr. Opp. p. 229. (Fell.) 

) Theod. Fab. her. 1, 6. 10. On the question whether the 
sect of the Cajani (vipera venenatissima. Tert.), to which Quin- 
tilla of Carthage, an opponent of baptism, belonged, was identi- 
cal with the Gnostic Cainites: see Neander Antignosticus, p. 
193. Some of the objections to baptism were the following : 
it is below the dignity of the Divine to be represented by any- 
thing earthly; Abraham was justified by faith alone; the apos- 
tles themselves were not baptized,” and Paul attaches little im- 
portance to the rite. (1 Cor.i1.17.) That the majority of the 
Gnostics held baptism in high esteem, is evident from the cir- 
cumstance, that they laid great stress on the baptism of Jesus, 
sce Baur, Gnosis, p. 224. On the threefold baptism of the Mar- 
cionites, and the further particulars, comp. the works treating 
of this subject ; respecting the Clementine Homilies, see Cred- 
ner, ill. p. 908. 

60) Orig. exh. ad Mart. i. p. 292. with reference to Mark x. 
38; Luke xii. 50. Tert. de bapt. 16: Est quidem nobis etiam 
secundum lavacrum, unum et ipsum, sangutnis scilicet...... Hos 
duos baptismos de vulnere perfossi lateris emisit : quatenus qui 
in sanguinem ejus crederent, aqua lavarentur; qui aqua lavis- 
sent, etiam sanguinem potarent. Hic est baptismus, qui lava- 
crum et non acceptum repreesentat, et perditum reddit. Comp. 
Scorp. ὁ. 6. Cyprian Ep. 73. and especially de exh. martyr. p. 
168. 69. According to him the baptism of blood is in compari- 
son with the baptism of water in gratia majus, in potestate sub- 
limius, in honore pretiosius; it is baptisma, in quo angeli 
baptizant, b. in quo Deus et Christus ejus exultant, b. post quod. 
nemo jam peccat, b. quod fidei nostre incrementa consummat, 
b. quod nos de mundo recedentes statim Deo copulat. In aque 
baptismo accipitur peccatorum remissa, 1n sanguinis corona vir- 
tutum. Heretics are profited neither by the baptism of blood, 
nor by that of water, but the former is of some service to the 


4 To the remark of some: tunc apostolos baptismi vicem implesse, quum 
in navicula fluctibus adspersi operti sunt, ipsum quoque Petrum per mare 
ingredientem satis mersum, Tertullian replies : de bapt. 12: aliud est adsper- 
gi vel intercipi violentia maris, aliud tingui disciplina religionis. 
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catechumens who are not yet baptized. Rettberg, p. 382. 
Comp. also Acta Martyr. Perpet. et Fel. ed. Oxon. p. 29. 30. 
and Dodwell, de secundo Martyrii baptismo in his Diss. Cypr. 
Sallie 
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Sehulz, D., die christ]. Lehre vom Abendmahl, nach dem Grundtexte des 
N Test. Lpz. 1824. 31. (exegetico-dogmatic.) Works bearing upon the 
history of this doctrine: *Marheinecke, Phil., Ss. Patrum de presentia 
Christi in ccena Domini sententia triplex 5. sacre Eucharistie historia 
tripartita. Heidelb. 1811.4. Meyer, Karl, Versuch einer Geschichte 
der Transsubstantiationslehre mit Vorrede von Dr. Paulus. Heidelb. 
1832. {Dollinger, J. J. J. die Lehre von der Eucharistie in den 3 ersten 
Jahrhunderten. Mainz 1826. [Rnapp, 1]. c. § 143—146. 


The Christian church attached from the first great 
and mysterious importance to the bread and wine used 
in the Lord’s Supper, as the symbols of the body and 
blood of Christ (Kucharist.)") It was not the tendency 
of the age to dissect the symbolical in a critico-philoso- 
phical manner, and to draw metaphysical distinctions be- 
tween its constituent parts, viz. the outward sign on the 
one hand, and the thing represented by it on the other. 
On the contrary, the real and the symbolical were so 
blended, as not to destroy each other.@) Thus it hap- 
pens that in the writings of the Fathers of this period we 
meet with passages which speak distinctly of symbols, 
and at the same time with others which indicate belief 


a Though the parallel drawn between the baptism of blood and that of 
water, is founded upon the whole symbolical tendency of the age, yet in its 
connection with the doctrine of the Fathers it appears to be more than a mere 
rhetorical figure. Like the comparison instituted between the death of the 
martyrs and that of Jesus, as well as the notions concerning penance, it rests 
upon the equilibrium which the writers of that period were desirous to main- 
tain between the free will of man, and the effects of the Divine grace. In the 
baptism of water man appears more passive, in the baptism of blood he acts as 
a free agent. 
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in a real participation of the body and blood of Christ. 
Yet we may already discern some leading tendencies. 
Ignatius, as well as Justin and Ireneus,°:) laid great stress 
on the mysterious connection subsisting between the 
Logos and the elements. The idea of such a connection 
however was sometimes misunderstood, and gave rise to 
superstitious views, or it was wilfully perverted, in the 
hope of producing supernatural effects.¢) Tertullian 
and Cyprian, though somewhat favourable to the super- 
natural, are nevertheless representatives of the symbo- 
lical aspect.©:) The Alexandrian school too espoused 
the latter, but the language of Clement on this subject is 
less definite than that of Origen.) Clement’s notions 
are a mixture of symbolical interpretation and ideal 
mysticism. In the writings of Justin and Irenzus the 
idea occurs of a sacrifice, by which however they did not 
understand a daily repeated propitiatory sacrifice Cin the 
sense of the Romish church), but a thank-offermg pre- 
sented by the Christians themselves.) This idea, which 
may have had its origin in the custom of offering obla- 
tions, was brought into connection with the service for 
the commemoration of the dead, and thus prepared im- 
perceptibly the way for the later doctrine of masses for 
the deceased.@) It led further to the notion of a sacri- 
fice which is repeated by the priest, (but only symboli- 
cally); an idea which seems to have been first enter- 
tained by Cyprian.) It is not quite certain, but pro- 
bable, that the Ebionites celebrated the Lord’s Supper as 
a commemorative feast; the mystical meals of some 
Gnostics, on the contrary, bear but little resemblance to 
the Lord’s Supper.(°? 


1) Respecting the terms εὐχαριστία, σύναξις, εὐλογία, See Suicer 
and the lexicons. [Anapp, 1. ὁ. p.437.] With the exception 
of the Hydroparastates (Aquarii, Epiph. her. 46. 2), all Christ- 
jans, in accordance with its original institution, used wine and 
bread; the wine was generally mixed with water (xgéua), and 
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an allegorical signification was given to the mixture of these two 
elements. [Knapp, l. 6. p. 441.] The Artotyrites are said to 
have used cheese along with bread. (Epiph, her. 49. 2.) Con- 
cerning the celebration of the Lord’s Supper in the age of the 
Antonines, and the custom of administering it to the sick, &c. 
see Justin M. Apol.i. 65. [Neander, Hist of the Ch. transl. i. 
386.| On the liturgical part of this ordinance in general, see 
Augusti, vol. vil. 

@) It is only in consequence of the abstract and Pee ane 
tendency of the West and of modern times, that so many diffe- 
rent significations have been assigned to what the early eastern 
church understood by the phrase τοῦτο ἐστί, If we would fully 
enter into tts original meaning, we should not separate these sig- 
nifications at all. To say that the words in question denote 
transubstantiation, would be to take them in too definite and too 
comprehensive a sense; the interpretation according to which 
they would teach an existence cum et sub specie, is too artificial ; 
the rendering: this signifies, says too little, and is without force. 
In the view of the writers of the gospels, (and after their exam- 

ple in that of the earliest Fathers) THE BREAD IN THE LorpD’s 
SUPPER WAS THE ΒΟΡῪ OF Curist. But if they had been asked 
whether the bread was changed ? they would have replied in the 
negative; if they had been told, that the communicants partook 
of the body with and under the form of the bread, they would not 
have understood it; if it had been asserted that the bread only 
signified the body, they would not have been satisfied.” Strauss, 
Leben Jesu, 1st edit. vol. ii. p. 437. Comp. Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, ii. p. 1211 flwg. and 1185 fiwg. 

@) Tonat. ad Smyrn. 7. reproaches the Docets: Εὐχαριστίας 
καὶ προσευχῆς ἀπέχονται διὰ τὸ μὴ ὁμολογεῖν τὴν εὐχαριστίαν σάρκα εἶναι τοῦ 
σωτῆρος ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ" τὴν ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτιῶν ἡμῶν ποιλοῦσαν, ἣν τῇ χρησ- 
σύτητι ὁ πατὴρ ἤγειρεν, comp. ad Trall. 8. δὰ Philad, 5. ad Rom. 5. 
Some understood the word εἶναι itself as symbolical. Comp. 
Miinscher ed. by Colln, i. p. 495. Justin, Apol. 1. 66. after 
having made a strict distinction between the bread and wine 
used in the Lord’s Supper, and common bread and wine: οὗ γὰρ 
ὡς κοινὸν ἄρτον, οὐδὲ κοινὸν πόμο, ταῦτα λαμβάνομεν, speaks of a change 
analogous to the incarnation of the Logos which takes place in 
us. As the Logos became flesh, so our flesh and blood are 
changed into his, as we are taught, that bread and wine are the 
flesh and blood of the incarnate Jesus. He evidently speaks 
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not of a change in tne sense of the later term: transubstantia- 
tion, since the μεταβολὴ refers to the communicants. But on the 
other hand, it is no less certain that Justin calls bread and wine 
simply the flesh and blood of Christ, without distinctly stating 
the manner in which that change took place, and understands 
them to be more than mere symbols. Jrencus iv. 18. (33.) p. 
250. (324. Grabe) also thinks that the common bread is changed 
into bread of a higher order, the earthly into the heavenly ; 
but it does not therefore cease to be bread. He draws a 
parallel between this change and the transformation of the 
mortal body into the immortal, p. 251: ὡς γὰρ ἀπὸ γῆς ἄρτος 
προσλαμβανόμενος τὴν ἔκκλησιν [ἐπίκλησιν] τοῦ Θεοῦ. οὐκέτι κοὶνὸς ἄρτος 
ἐστὶν, ἀλλ᾽ εὐχαριστία, ἐκ δύο πραγμάτων συνεστηκυῖα, ἐπιγείου τε καὶ οὐρανίου, 
οὕτως καὶ τὰ σώματα ἡμῶν μεταλαμβάνοντα τῆς εὐχαριστίας, μηκέτι εἶναι 
φϑαρτοὶ, τὴν ἐλπίδα τῆς sic αἰῶνας ἀναστάσεως ἔχοντα. Comp. Vine! p- 
293. 94. (396. 97.) and Massueti Diss. i. art. 7. p. 114. Irenzeus 
also defends the real presence of the body of Christ in the 
Lord’s Supper in opposition to the Docete and Gnostics, iv. 18. 
§ 4. 89. § 2. (Miinscher von Colln, i. p. 496.) But the reason 
which he argues in favour of his views, viz. that the Gnostics 
cannot partake of the bread and wine with thanksgiving? be- 
cause they despise matter, shows that he regarded the elements 
as more than merely accidental things, though they are only 
bread and wine. 

(4) The fear of spilling any part of the wine (Tert. de corona 
mil. 3: Calicis aut panis nostri aliquid decuti in terram anxie 
patimur, and Orig. in Exod. Hom. xiii. 3.) was perhaps founded 
ona right feeling of propriety, but it degenerated into super- 
stitious dread. Thus the belief in an inherent vital power in 
the elements (φάρμακον ἀδανασίας, ἀντίδοτον τοῦ μὴ ἀπολονε) was 
gradually converted into the belief of miraculous cures being 
effected by them, which would easily form the transition to gross 
superstition. The practice of administering the Lord’s Supper 
to children may also be ascribed to the expectation of superna- 
tural effects. Comp. the anecdotes of Cyprian, de lapsis, p. 
132. Rettberg, p. 337.—The separation of the Lord’s Supper 
from the agapze which had become necessary, the custom of 
preserving the bread, the communion of the sick, etc. furthered 
such views. _ 

©) It is remarkable that Tertullian, whose views generally 
speaking, are realistic, shows in this instance a leaning towards 
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the allegorical interpretation, according to which the Lord’s 
Supper is figura corporis Christi, adv. Mare. 1. 14. iv. 40. In 
the latter place he makes use of the symbolical to refute the 
notions of Marcion: if Christ had not possessed a real body, it 
could not have been represented: (vacua res, quod est phan- 
tasma, figuram capere non potest.—He might as well have said : 
it is impossible to partake of a phantom as such!)? ‘This senti- 
ment accords with what is said de anima, c. 17: vinum in san- 
guinis sul memoriam consecravit. Nevertheless Tertullian speaks 
in other places, de resurr. c. 8. de pud.c. 9. of the participation 
of the Lord’s Supper as an opimitate dominici corporis vesci, as 
ade Deo saginari; with these expressions comp. de orat. 6: 
Corpus ejus In pane censetur (not est.) He also makes some mys- 
tical allusions (6. g. Gen. xlix. 11: lavabit in vino stolam suam, 
is in his opinion a type, etc.), and adopts the notions of his age 
- concerning the supernatural effects of the Lord’s Supper. But 
the existence of such notions is no proof that the doctrine of 
transubstantion, or another of similar import, was known at that 
time, since the same efficacy was ascribed to baptismal water. - 
Comp. Neander, Antignosticus, p. 517, and Baur, F., ‘Tertul- 
lian’s Lehre vom Abendmahl, (Tubing. Zeitschr. 1889. part 2. 
p- 36 flwg.) in opposition to Rudelbach, who asserts (as Luther 
had done before him) that Tertullian took the Lutheran view of 
the point in question. On the other hand, Gtcolampadius and 
Zwingle appealed to the same lather in support of thezr opin- 
ions. Cyprian’s doctrine of the Lord’s Sypper is set forth in 
the 65d of his epistles, where he combats the error of those 
who used water instead of wine (see note 1.), and proves the 
obligation resting upon us of employing the latter. The phrase 
ostenditur used in reference to the wine as the blood of Christ, 
is somewhat doubtful. But the comparison which Cyprian 
draws between water and people, rather intimates that he was 
in favour of the symbolical interpretation, though he calls in 
other places (like Tertullian) the Lord’s Supper simply the 
body and blood of Christ. Ep. 57. p. 117. What he says con- 
cerning the effects of the Lord’s Supper, (the blessed drunk- 
enness of the communicants compared with the drunkenness of 


ἃ Respecting the manner in which Tertullian viewed the relation between 


the sign and the thing signified, comp. as a parallel-passage de resurr. carnis 
c. 30.- 
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Noah), and the miracles related by him, are a sufficient answer 
to the charge of insipidity. But in connection with the doc- 
trine of the unity of the church, he attaches great practical 
importance to the idea of a communio, which was afterwards 
abandoned by the Romish church, but on which again much 
stress was laid by the reformers, Ep. 63. p. 154: Quo et ipso 
sacramento populus noster ostenditur adunatus, ut quemad- 
modum grana multa in unum collecta et commolita et commix- 
ta, panem unum faciunt, sic in Christo, qui est panis ccelestis, 
unUM sclamUsS esse Corpus, Cui Conjunctus sit noster numerus et 
adunatus. Comp. Rettberg, p. 332 flwg. 

(6) Clement adopts the mystical view of the Lord’s Supper, 
according to which it is heavenly meat and heavenly drink ; 
but he looks for the mystical not so much in the elements 
(bread and wine), as in the spiritual union of the believer with 
Christ, and thinks that effects are produced only upon the 
mind, not upon the body, Clement also considers the Lord’s 
Supper not only as σύμβολον, but as σύμθολον μυστικόν, Peed. 11. 2, 
p- 184. (156. Sylb) Comp. Peed. 1. 6. p. 123: ταύτας ἡμῖν οἰκείας 
τροφὰς ὁ Κύριος χορηγεῖ καὶ σάρκα ὀξέγει καὶ Ch ue ἐκχεῖ καὶ οὐδὲν εἰς αὔξησιν 
τοῖς παιδίοις ἐνδεῖ ὦ τοῦ παραδόξου μυστηρίου x τ. Δ. The use of the 
terms ἀλληγορεῖν, δημιουργεῖν, aivizreosas clearly intimates that in his 
view the visible elements themselves are not that mystery, but 
the idea represented by them. His interpretation of the sym- 
bol is somewhat peculiar: the Holy Spirit is represented by 
the σὰρξ, the Logos by the αἷμα, and the Lord himself, who 
unites in him the Logos and the Spirit, by the mixture of the 
wine and the water. A distinction between the blood once 
shed on the cross, and that represented in the Lord’s Supper, 
is found in Peed. ii. 2. p. 177. (151. Sylb.): Διστόν τε τὸ αἷμα τοῦ 
Κυρίου" τὸ μὲν γάρ ἐστιν αὐτοῦ σαρκικὸν, w τῆς φορᾶς λελυτρώμεδα" τὸ δὲ 
πνευματικὸν, τουτέστιν ᾧ κεχρίσμεϑα, Καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ πιεῖν τὸ αἵμο τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ, 
τῆς χυριακῆς μεταλαβεῖ ἀφϑαρσίας" ἰσχὺς δὲ τοῦ λόγου τὸ πνεῦμα, ὡς αἷμα 
σαρκός, (Comp. Bahr, vom Tode Jesu, p. 80.) In the part 
which follows, the mixture of the wine and water is said to be 
a symbol of the union of the πνεῦμα with the spirit of man. 
Lastly, Clement also finds in the Old Test. types of the Lord’s 
Supper, 6. g. in Melchisedec. Strom. iv. 25. p. 637. (539. B. 
Sylb.) Among the Antinicene Fathers Origen is the only one 
who decidedly opposes those as ἀκεραιοτέρους, who take the exter- 
nal sign for the thing itself in the xi. Tom. on Matth. Opp. iu. p. 
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498—500. A common meat does not defile, but rather unbe- 
hef and the impurity of the heart, so the meat which is conse- 
crated by the Word of God and by prayer, does not by itself 
(τῷ δίῳ λόγω) sanctify those who partake of it. The bread of 
the Lord profits only those who receive it with an undefiled 
heart and a pure conscience.” In connection with such views 
Origen (as afterwards Zwingle, and still less the Socinians) did 
not attach so much importance to the actual participation of 
the Lord’s Supper as the other Fathers: οὕτω δὲ οὔτε gx τοῦ μὴ 
φαγεῖν wag αὐτὸ τὸ μὴ φαγεῖν ἀπὸ τοῦ ἁγιασϑέντος λόγῳ Jeod καὶ ἐντεύξει 
ὄρτου, ὑστερούμενγα ἀγαϑοῦ τινὸς" οὔτε ἐκ τοῦ φαγεῖν περισσεύομεν ayad@ τινι: 


> 
\ \ 


τὸ γὰρ αἴτιον τῆς ὑστερήσεως ἡ κοκίω ἐστὶ καὶ τὰ ἁμαρτήματα, καὶ τὸ αἴτιον 
τῆς περισσεύσεως ἡ δικαιοσύνη ἐστὶ καὶ τὰ καϑορϑώματα, iD, p. 898: Non 
enim panem illum visibilem, quem tenebat in manibus, corpus 
suum dicebat Deus Verbum, sed verbum, in cujus mysterio 
fuerat panis ille fragendus, etc. Comp. Hom. vii. 5. in Ley. 
Opp. il. p. 225: Agnoscite, quia figure sunt, que in divinis vo- 
luminibus scripta sunt, et ideo tamquam spiritales et non tam- 
quam carnales examinate et intelligite, que dicuntur. Si enim 
quasi carnales ista suscipitis, ledunt voset nonalunt. Est enim 
et in evangeliis littera.........quee occidit eum, qui non spirita- 
liter, que dicuntur, adverterit. Si enim secundum litteram 
Sequaris hoc ipsum, quod dictum est: nisi manducaveritis car- 
nem meam et biberitis sanguinem meum, occidit hee littera. 

“-) Concerning the oblations see the works on ecclesiastical 
history, and on antiquities.—Hence Justin, Dial. ὁ. Tryph. ec. 
117. calls the Lord’s Supper ϑυσία and προσφορὰ, and compares it 
with the sacrifices under the Old Test. dispensation.* He con- 
nects with this the offering of prayers (εὐχαριστία), which are also 
sacrifices. But the Christians themselves make the sacrifice ; 
there is not the slightest allusion to a repeated sacrifice on the 
part of Christ! Jrenwus, ady. her. iv. 17. 5. p. 249. (924 Gr.), 
teaches with equal clearness, that Christ had commanded, not 
on account of God, but because of the disciples, to offer the 
first fruits, and thus breaking the bread and_ blessing the cup 
with thanksgiving he instituted: oblationem, quam ecclesia 


@ Namely ‘‘as a thankoffering for the gifts of nature, which was followed 
by thanksgiving for all other Divine blessings.—The primitive church had a 
distinct notion of this connection between the Lord's Supper, and what might 
be called the natural aspect of the passover.”” Baur 1, ὁ. p. 137. 
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Apostolis accipiens in universo mundo offert Deo, οἱ qui ali- 
menta nobis prestat; primitias suorum munerum, etc. The 
principal thing is the disposition of the person who offers. On 
the difficult passage, iv. 18. p. 251. (826. Gr.): Judai autem 
jam non offerunt, manus enim eorum sanguine plene sunt: non 
enim receperunt verbum, quod [ per quod ? | offertur Deo. Comp. 
Massuet diss. i. in Iren. Deylingii Obss. sacr. P. iv. p. 92 ss. 
and Neander Kirchengesch. 1. 2. p. 588. [ transl. i. p. 385. ] 

(8) Tert. de cor. mil. 3.; Oblationes pro defunctis pro nata- 
litiis annua die facimus, de exh. cast. 11: pro uxore defuncta 
oblationes annuas reddis, etc. where he also uses the term sacri- 
ficium ; de monog. 10: where he even speaks of a refrigerium 
which hence accrues to the dead, comp. de orat. 14. (19.) It 
might here also be mentioned, that Tertullian, as the Christians 
in general, called prayers sacrifices; on the other hand, it should 
not be overlooked, that in the above passage, de monogamia, 
prayers and sacrifices are distinctly separated. Neander, Antig- 
nosticus, p. 155. 

©) Cyprian, in accordance with his whole hierarchical ten- 
dency, first of all the Fathers, maintained, that the sacrifice 
does not consist in the thankoffering of the congregation, but in 
the sacrifice made by the priest, in the stead of Christ: vice 
Christi fungitur, id quod Christus fecit, imitatur, et sacrificium 
verum et plenum tunc offert in ecclesia Deo Patri. But even 
Cyprian does not go beyond the idea of the sacrifice being ¢mz- 
tated, which is very different from that of its actual repetition. 
Comp. Rettberg, p. 334. and Neander, 1. ὁ. i. 2. p. 588 [ transl. 
i, p. 385. | 

(10) Concerning the Ebionites see Credner, 1. c. iii. p. 308. 
on the Ophites Epiph. her. 37.5. Baur, Gnosis, p. 196. 


If we compare the preceding observations with the doctrines afterwards 
set forth in the confessions of faith, we arrive at the following conclu- 
sions: 1, ‘The Roman Catholic notion of transubstantiation is as yet alto- 
gether unknown; nevertheless the first traces of it, as well as of the 
theory of a sacrifice, may be found in the writings of some of the Fathers 
of this period; 2. the views of (Ignatius), Justin and Irenaeus can be 
compared with those of Luther only in so far as they are alike remote 
from transubstantiation properly speaking, and from symbolical inter- 
pretation, and connect the real with the ideal; 3. the theologians of 
North Africa and Alexandria are the representatives of the reformed 
church, The positive tendency of the Calvinistic doctrine may be best 
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seen in Clement, the negative view of Zwingle is represented by Origen ; 
and both the positive and the negative aspects of the reformed doctrine, 
are united in Tertullian and Cyprian. The Ebionites (if anything more 
were known respecting their sentiments) might probably be considered 
as the forerunners of the Socinians, the Gnostics as those of the Quakers. 
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DEFINITION OF THE TERM SACRAMENT. 


[ Halley, R., Lectures on the Sacraments, P. I. Lect. i, p. 1—14. | 


The two ordinances of baptism andthe Lord’s Supper 
existed before such a systematic definition of the term 
Sacrament had been formed, as to include both.) The 
phrases μυστήριον and sacramentum are indeed used in refe- 
rence to either,@) but they are quite as frequently ap- 
plied to other religious symbols and usages founded up- 
on some higher religious notion, and lastly, to contain 
more profound doctrines of the church.@:) 


(.) The word Sacrament is not used in the New Test. in the 
sense in which we understand it, inasmuch as baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper are nowhere described as two associated rites 
which distinctly differ from other symbolical usages. But 
shortly afterwards greater importance was attached to the for- 
mer than to the latter, notwithstanding the prevailing symboliz- 
ing tendency of the church. It therefore became necessary 
that the church itself should determine the idea of a sacrament, 
as nothing could be decided from Scripture. 

@) As Tertullian generally speaking is the author of the later 
dogmatic terminology (comp. the phrases: novum Testamen- 
tum, trinitas, peccatum originale, satisfactio), so he is the first 
writer who uses the phrase sacramentum baptismatis et eucha- 
ristiz, adv. Mare. iv. 30. Comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, u. p. 
1188. and the works quoted by him. The corresponding Greek 
term μυστήριον occurs in Justin Apol. 1. 66. and Clem. Pred. 1. p. 
129. (comp. Suicer, sub voce. ) | 

®. Tertullian also uses the word sacramentum in a more ge- 
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neral sense, adv. Mare. v. 18. and adv. Prax. 30. where he calls 
the Christian religion a sacrament. Comp. the Index latinitatis, 
Tertullianeze, by Semler, p. 500. [| Halley, 1. c. p. 9. 10.] The 
"same may be said respecting the use of the term μυστήριον, Cy- 
prian employs the word sacramentum with the same latitude as 
Tertullian. He speaks indeed, Ep. 63. of the sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper, but also of a sacrament of the Trinity (de orat. 
dom. where the Lord’s prayer itself is called a sacrament.) On 
the twofold sense of the Latin word, sometimes denoting oath, 
sometimes used as the translation of the Greek term μυστήριον 
see Rettberg, p. 324. 25. 


SIXTH SECTION. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE LAST THINGS. 


(ESCHATOLOGY.) 


$75. 


THE SECOND ADVENT OF CHRIST—MILLENNARIANISM, 
( CHILIASM. ) 


(Corrodi) kritische Geschichte des Chiliasmus. Ziir. 1781—83. iii. 1794. 
Minscher, W., Entwickelung der Lehre vom tausendjihrigen Reiche in 
den 3 ersten Jahrhunderten, in Henkes Magazin. vol. vi. p. 233 flwg. 
[Comp. the article on Millennium in Aitto’s Cyclop. of Bibl. Liter. where 
the literature will be found. ] 


Tue disciples of Christ having received from their 
master the promise of his second coming (παρουσία), the 
primitive church looked upon this event as one which 
would shortly come to pass, and brought it into connec- 
tion with the general resurrection of the dead and the 
final judgment.) Ofall the parts of the New Test. 
none gaye rise to so many conjectures on this subject, as 
the book of Revelation, which some ascribed to the 
Apostle John, while others rejected this opinion, or even 
contested its canonical authority.@) The idea having 
been introduced in the 20th ch. of that book, of a millen- 
nial kingdom, together with the notion of a second 
resurrection,@) the more carnally-minded freely indulged 
in further developements of their millennial hopes, This 
was the case not only with the Judaizing Ebionites(!-) and 
Cerinthus,©) (according to the testimony of some wri- 
ters), but also with some orthodox Fathers, such as 
Papias of Hierapolis, Justin, Irenzeus) and Tertullian. 
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The millennial notions of the latter were in full accord- 
ance with his Montanist views.) Cyprian adopted 
partly the same ideas, but only in a greatly modified 
form.) The Gnostics were from the first unfavourable 
to millennarian tendencies,-) which were also opposed by 
some orthodox writers, e. g. the presbyter Caius in Rome, 


and the theologians of the Alexandrian school, especially 
Origen.) 


ay Comp. the works on biblical theology. The notion of the 
second coming of Christ in distinction from the first was found- 
ed in the New Test. Justin M. Apol. 1. 52: δύο γὰρ αὐτοῦ παρου- 
σίας προεκήρυξαν οἱ προφηταί" μίαν μὲν τὴν ἤδη γενομένην, ὡς ἀτίμου καὶ παϑη- 
σοῦ ἀνδοώπου" τὴν δὲ δευτέραν ὅταν mere, δόξης ἐξ οὐρανῶν mera τῆς ἀγγελικῆς 
αὐτοῦ στρατιᾶς παραγενήσεσαι κεχήρυχται, OTE καὶ τὰ σώματα ἀνεγερεῖ πάντων 
τῶν γενομένων avieumrwy x. 7. A. Cf, dial. c. Tr. 45. Iren. i. 10. (Aeuors 
and παρουσία distinct from) iv. 22. 2. 

2) See above § 31.7. esp. Kuseb. vii. 25. and the introductions 
to the commentaries on the book of Revelation. 

(3) Comp. the commentaries on this chapter. 

(4) Jerome in his comment. on Is. lxvi. 20, observes that the 
Ebionites understand the passage, ‘“‘ And they shall bring all 
your brethren for an offering unto the Lord out of all nations 
upon horses, and in chariots, and in litters, and upon mules, and 
upon swift beasts,” in its literal sense, and apply it to chariots 
drawn by four horses and conveyances of every description. 
They believe, that at the last day, when Christ will reign at 
Jerusalem, and the temple be rebuilt, the Israelites will be 
gathered together from all the ends of the earth. They will 
have no wings to fly, but they will come in waggons of Gaul, in 
covered chariots of war, and on horses of Spain and Cappadocia ; 
their wives will be carried in litters, and ride upon mules of 
Numidia instead of horses. Those who hold offices, dignitaries, 
and princes, will come in coaches from Britain, Spain, Gaul, and 
the regions where the river Rhine is divided in two arms; the 
subdued nations will hasten to meet them. But the author of 
the Clementine Homilies is far from adopting such gross notions. 
Credner, |. c. i. p. 289. 90. 

©) Huseb. 11. 28. (from the accounts given by Caius of Rome 
and Dionysius of Alexandria.) According to Caius, Cerinthus 
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taught μετα THY ἀνάστασιν ἐπίγειον εἶναι τὸ βασίλειον τοῦ Χριστοῦ nol πάλιν 
ἐπιϑυμέαες καὶ ἡδοναῖς ἐν ᾿Ἱερουσαλὴψ τὴν σάρκα πολιτευομένην δουλεύειν, this 
State would last a thousand years ; according to Dionsyius, ἐπίγειον 
ἔσεσθαι τὴν τοῦ Χριστοῦ βασιλείαν. Kal ὧν αὐτὸς ὠρέγετο φιλοσώματος ὧν καὶ 
πάνυ σαρκιχὸς, ἐν τούτοις ὀνειροπολεῖ ἔσεσλαι, γαστρὸς καὶ τῶν ὑπὸ γαστέρα 
σπλησμονῶν, τουτέστι σιτίοις καὶ πότοις καὶ γάμοις καὶ OF ὧν εὐφημότερον ταῦτα. 
WAIN ποριεῖσλαι, ἑορταῖς καὶ ϑυσίωις καὶ ἱερείων σφωγοῖς, Comp. vil. 25. 
and Theodoret fab. her. ii. 8. and the works referred to in-§ 23. 
| Burton, Bampton Lectures, vi. lect. p. 177—179, and note 
76.4] 

(6) «Jn all these works the belief in the millennium is so 
evident, that no one can hesitate to consider it as universal in 
an age, when certainly such motives as it offered, were not 
unnecessary to animate men to suffer for Christianity.” Guieseler, 
Lchrb. der Kirchengeschichte, i. ὃ 50. [translationof Cunningham, 
i. p. 100.] On the millennial views of Papias see Euseb. iii. 
59, : χιλιάδο; τινά φησιν ἐτῶν ἔσεσϑαι werd τὴν ex νεκρῶν ἀνάδτασιν, σω(νο.- 
TINGS τῆς τοῦ Χριστοῦ βασιλείας ἐπὶ ταυτησὶ τῆς γῆς ὑποστησομένης. Comp. 
Barn. c. 1δ. (Ps. xe. 4.). Hermas lib. i. Vis. i, 8. and the ob- 
servations of Jachmann p. 86.—Justin, Dial. 6. Tr. 80. 81. asserts 
that according to his own opinion and that of the other 
orthodox theologians ( τινές εἰσιν oodoyvamoves Hara πάντα «χοιστιανοί) 
the elect will rise from the dead, and spend a thousand years 
in the city of Jerusalem, which will be restored, changed and 
beautified, (in support of his views he appeals to Jeremiah and 
Hizekiel) ; at the same time he admits that even orthodox 
Christians (τῆς καϑαρᾶς καὶ εὐσεβοῦς γνώμης) entertain different 
views, comp. Apol. i. 11.; he there opposes the idea of a human 
political kingdom, but not that of a millennial reign of Christ.” 
[Comp. Semisch, C., Justin Martyr, his life, writings and opi- 
nions, transl. by J. E. Ryland. ii. 370—876.] renceus adv. her. 
γ. 33. p. 332. (453. Gr.) defends Chiliasm especially in opposition 
to the Gnostics. He appeals e. g. to Matth. xxvi. 29. and Is xi. 
6.—On the most sensuous and fantastical description of the 


@ Various writers have endeavoured to remove the contradiction between 
these two sentiments, Réssler i. p. 104. interpolates: many otherwise 
orthodox Christians. Minscher (Handbuch ii. p. 420.) interpolates the 
word μὴ [comp. Gieseler 1. c. i. § 52. note 19.] 

b Are we at liberty to draw any certain conclusions from the silence of 
Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Polycarp, Athenagoras and Theophilus on {ἢ 8 
point ? 

P 
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fertility of the vine and of corn, which is said to have originated 
with Papias and the disciples of John, see Miinscher ed. by von 
Colln i. p. 44. Grabe, Spic. Sec. 2. p. 31. and 230. Corrodi ii. 
p. 496. 

(7) Tertullian’s view is intimately connected with his Mon- 
tanist notions. His treatise De spe fidelium (Hier. de vir. illust. 
c. 18. and in Ezech. c. 36.) is indeed lost; but comp. adv. Mare. 
11. 24, Tertullian however speaks not so much of sensual en- 
joyments, as of a copia omnium bonorum spiritualium, and even 
opposes the too sensuous interpretations of Messianic passages, 
de resurr. carn. 6. 26., though his own exposition is not free 
from similar errors. Comp. Neander Antignosticus, p. 499. 
Kirchengeschichte i. 3. p. 1092. [transl. 1. p. 325.] On the 
question, how far we may implicitly rely on the assertion of 
Kuseb. ν. 16., that Montanus had fixed upon the city Pepuza in 
Phrygia as the seat of the millennial reign? and on the 
millennarian notions of the Montanists in general see Gieseler 
I. c. 1. § 48: 

(8) Respecting his doctrine of Antichrist, and his belief that 
the end of the world would soon come, comp. Ep. 58. p. 120. 
124. Ep. 61. p. 144. exh. mart. ab init. p. 167. Tert. adv. Jud. 
11, ὃ 118. p. 91. see Rettberg p. 340. fiwg. 

©) This is evident both from the real nature of Gnosticism 
itself, and the opposition which Irenzus raised to it. Some 
have even ascribed the origin of Marcion’s system to a millen- 
narian controversy ; comp. however Baur, Gnosis p. 295. 

0) Concerning Caius and his controversy with the Montanist 
Proclus see Neander K. 6.1. p. 1093. [transl. 1. p. 825.| Origen 
speaks in very strong terms against the millennarians, whose 
opinions he designates: ineptas fabulas, figmenta inania, 
δόγματα ἀτοπώτατα, μοχϑηρὰ, etc., de prine. ii. 6. 11. § 2. Opp. i. p. 
104. contra Cels. iv. 22. Opp. 1. p. 517. Select. in Ps. Opp. Tom. 
ii, p. 570. m Cant. Cant. Opp. T. ui. p. 28. Respecting 
Hippolytus, who wrote a treatise on. Antichrist, without being a 
true Millennarian, comp. Photius Cod. 202. Hwnell, de Hip- 
polyto (Gott. 888. 4.) p. 87. 60, Corrodi it. p. 401. 406. 418. 
410. 
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THE RESURRECTION. 


Teller, α΄. A., fides dogmatis de resurrectione carnis per 4 priora secula. 
Hal. et Helmst. 1766.8. Fligge, Ch. W., Geschichte der Lehre vom 
Zustande des Menschen nach dem Tode. Lpzg. 1799. 1800.8. + Hubert 
Beckers Mittheilungen aus den merkwiirdigsten Schriften der verflos- 
senen Jahrhunderte iiber den Zustand der Seele nach dem Tode. Augsb. 
1835. 36. 


Though traces of the doctrine of the resurrection of 
the body, which is so ably set forth by the Apostle Paul, 
may be found in certain notions of earlier antiquity,(.) 
yet it received its full confirmation, and was brought 
within the apprehension of even the uneducated only by 
the resurrection of Christ.@) During the period of 
Apologetics it was further developed, so as to involve 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the flesh.@) The ob- 
jections of the opponents of this doctrine, which may be 
chiefly traced to that tendency οἵ the human mind which 
prevents man from looking beyond what is visible and 
tangible, were more or less fully answered in the epistle 
of Clement, as well as in the writings of Justin, Athen- 
agoras, Theophilus, Ireneus, Tertullian, Minucius Feliz, 
Cyprian and others.) Most of the Fathers believed in 
the resuscitation of the very same body which man 
possessed while on earth.©) The theologians of the 
Alexandrian school however, formed an exception ; 
Origen in particular©) endeavoured to clear the doctrine 
in question from its false additions, by reducing it to the 
simple idea of Paul, and sought at the same time to re- 
fine and to spiritualize it after the manner of the Alex- 
andrian school. The Gnostics on the other hand reject- 
ed the doctrine of the resurrection of the body entire- 
ly ;7) the false teachers of Arabia, whom Origen com- 
bated, asserted that both soul and body fall into a sleep 
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of death, from which they will not awake till the last 
day .[8.) 


4) Comp. Herder, von der Auferstehung.— Miller, G., uber 
die Auferstehungslehre der Parsen, in the Studien und Kritiken, 
1835. 2 part p. 477 flwg. Corrodi 1. ὁ. p. 345. 

®) It must excite surprise that, while Paul represents the 
resurrection of Christ as the central point of the whole doctrine, 
the Fathers of the present period keep this fact so much in the 
back ground, or that at least it does not always form the foun- 
dation of their opinions concerning the resurrection of the body. 
Some, e. g. Athenagoras, who nevertheless composed a separate 
treatise on the subject in question, and Minucius Felix are en- 
tirely silent on the resurrection of Christ (see below); the others 
also found their arguments chiefly upon reason and analogies 
from nature, (the change of day and night, seed and fruit etc. 
Phoenix Clement of Rome ὁ. 24 and Ep. 11. 9.) 

(8) It is well known that the New Test. does not teach 
ἀνάστασις τῆς σαρκὺς, but τῶν νεκρῶν, and speaks of a revivification of 
the σῶμα. But the phrase resurrectio carnis came soon into 
use, and found also its way into what is called the Apostles’ 
Creed. 

@) Clement ad Cor. ¢.-24. (comp. note 2.) Justin ΠΥ. 
adopts the literal interpretation of the doctrine of the resurrec- 
tion of the body, and thinks that it will rise again with all its 
members, ragm. de resurr. c. 3. (edited as a separate pro- 
gramme by Teller, 1766.) Even cripples will rise with the 
body which they possessed while on earth ; it is of course to be 
supposed that Christ will heal them after the resurrection at 
his second παρουσία, Dial. c. Tyrph. c. 69. Justin founds his 
belief in the resurrection of the body chiefly upon the omni- 
potence and benevolence of God, as well as the resurrection of 
Christ, and shows in connection with it, that the body must 
necessarily participate in future rewards or punishments. 
Christianity differs from the systems of either Pythagoras or 
Plato, in that it teaches not only the immortality of the soul, 
but also the resurrection of the body. But as Justin investigat- 
ed this subject more thoroughly, he was necessarily led to the 
discussion of certain questions whith generally engaged the 
attention of scholastic divines alone, that e. g. relating to the 
sexual relations of the resurrection bodies, which he compared 
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with mules! The arguments which Athenagoras adduces in his 
treatise de resurr, (espec. ὁ. 11.), are partly the same which 
were in after ages urged by natural theology in support of the 
doctrine of immortality: the moral nature of man, his liberty 
and the retributive justice of God. Concerning the resurrec- 
tion of the body, he has regard to the objections which have 
been made to it at all times, on the ground, that it cannot be 
reconciled with the natural course of things, (the fact that the 
elements of one organism may enter into the composition of 
another, etc.) He is however fully satisfied in his own mind, 
that at the resurrection all things will be restored πρὸς τὴν τοῦ 
αὐτοῦ σώματος ἁρμονίαν καὶ σύστωσιν.--- Theophilus ad Aut. i. 8. uses 
similar language.—Jreneus adv. Her. v. 12. and 13. also 
asserts the identity of the future with the present body, and 
appeals to the analogous revivification (not new creation) of 
separate organs of the body in some of the miraculous cures 
performed by Christ, (e. g. of the blind man, the man with the 
withered hand). He alludes particularly to those whom Christ 
raised from the dead, the son of the widow at Nain, and 
Lazarus (but makes no mention of the body of Christ himself!) * 
That Tertullian, who wrote a separate work on the present sub- 
ject (de resurrectione carnis), believed in the resurrection of 
the body, is what we might expect, especially as he made no 
strict distinction between the body and the soul. On the con- 
trary, he points out the intimate connection existing between 
the one and the other during the present life: Nemo tam prox- 
imus tibi (anime) quem post Dominum diligas, nemo magis 
frater tuus, que (sc. caro) tecum etiam in Deo nascitur (c. 63.) 
In his opinion the flesh participates in spiritual blessings, in the 
means of grace presented to us in unction, baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper ; it even participates in martyrdom (the baptism 
of blood)! The body too is created after the image of God! 
(comp. above ὃ 56. 3.) He uses the same illustrations of day 
and night, the Phoenix, etc. which we find in the writings of 
others, and maintains the identity of the future with the present 
body, 6. 52.: Certe non aliud resurgit quam quod seminatur, 
nec aliud seminatur, quam quod dissolvitur humi, nec aliud dis- 


4 Trenzus takes the word ‘‘ flesh” in 1 Cor. xv. 50., which was often 
quoted against the doctrine of the resurrection of the flesh, to mean carnal 
sense. 
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solvitur humi, quam caro, cf. 6. 63. He endeavours to meet 
the objection, that certain members will be of no use in the 
future life, by saying that the members of the human body are 
not only designed for the mean service of the visible world, but 
also for something higher. Even on earth the mouth serves 
not only for the purpose of eating, but also to speak and to 
praise God, etc. ὁ. 60. and 61. Minucius Felix makes Cecilius 
bring forward the objections of the heathen to the possibility, 
both of the immortality of the soul, and of the resurrection of 
the body, c. 11.: Vellem tamen sciscitari, utrumne sine corpore, 
an cum corporibus ? et corporibus quibus, ipsisne an innovatis 
resurgatur?- Sine corpore? hoc, quod sciam, neque mens, 
neque anima, nec vita est ; ipso corpore? sedjam ante dilapsum 
est; alio corpore? ergo homo novus nascitur, non prior ille 
reparatur. Et tamen tanta etas abiit, secula innumera 
fluxerunt; quis unus ab inferis vel Protesilai sorte remeavit, 
horarum saltem permisso commeatu, vel ut exemplo credere- 
mus ?—The arguments which he adduces ὁ. 34. in reply to 
these objections, are founded upon the omnipotence of God, 
which created man out of nothing, which is certainly more 
difficult, than the mere restoration of his body; upon the 
above analogies (expectandum nobis etiam corporis ver est), 
and the necessity of a retribution which the deniers of the 
resurrection are anxious to escape.—The notions of Cyprian on 
this subject are formed after those of Tertullian, comp. de 
habitu virg. p. 100. and Rettberg p. 345. 

(5) See the passages quoted in the preceding note. 

(6) Clement of Alexandria had already intended to write a 
Separate work περὶ ἀναστάσεως comp. Peed. 1. 6. p. 125. (104 Sylb.) ; 
according to Euseb. vi. 24. and Hieron. apud Rufinum, Origen 
composed not only two books, but also (according to the latter) 
two dialogues on the present subject, comp. contra Cels. v. 20. 
Opp. 1. p. 592. de prine. ii. 10. 1. p. 100, and the fragments Opp. 
T. i. p. 83—37. Clement of Alexandria only touches upon the 
doctrine of the resurrection in such of his writings, as are yet ex- 
tant, without discussing it, The passage Strom. iv. 5. p. 569. 
(479. S.), where he represents the future deliverance of the soul 
from the fetters of the body as the object of the most ardent 
‘desire of the wise man, does not give a very favourable idea of 
his orthodoxy in this point. But his disciple Origen maintains 
Comm. in Matth. Opp. ui. p. 811. 12. that we may put our trust 
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in Christ without believing the resurrection of the body, pro- 
vided we hold fast the immortality of the soul. Nevertheless 
he defended the doctrine of the church in opposition to Celsus, 
but endeavoured to divest it from every thing which might give 
a handle to scoffers ; on this account he rejected the doctrine of 
the identity of the bodies (which is not that of Paul.) Contra 
Cels. iv. 57. Opp. i. p. 548. v. 18. ibid. p. 590.: οὔτε μὲν οὖν ἡμεῖς 
οὔτε τὰ Tele γράμματω αὐταῖς φησι σαρξὶ μηδεμίαν μεταβολὴν ἀνειληφυΐαις 
τὴν ἐπὶ τὸ βέλτιον ζήσεσλαι τοὺς πάλαι ἀπολανόντας, ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀναδύντας. 
ὁ δὲ Κέλσος συκοφαντῆϊ ἡμᾶς ταῦτα λέγων. Cap. 23. p. ὅ94: Ἡμεῖς μὲν 
οὖν οὔ φαμεν τὸ διαφ)αρὲν σῶμα ἐπανέρχεσλαι εἰς τὴν ἐξ ἀρχῆς φύσιν, ὡς οὐδὲ 
σὸν διαφ)αρέντα κόκκον τοῦ σίτου ἐπανέρχεσλαι εἰς τὸν κόκκον τοῦ σίτου. λέγομεν 
γὰρ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ κόκκου τοῦ σίτου ἐγείρεται στάχυς, οὕτω λόγος τις ἔγκειται 
τῷ σώματι, ἀφ᾽ οὗ μὴ φερομένου ἐγείρεται τὸ σῶμο ἐν ἀφ)αρσίῳ: "The ap- 
peal to the omnipotence of God appeared to him a ὠτοπωτάτη 
αἀνοωχώρησις, p. 595. according to the axiom εἶ γὰρ αἰσχρόν τι δρῷ ὁ Θεὸς, 
οὔκ ἐστι ϑεὸς ; but the biblical doctrine of the resurrection, if rightly 
interpreted, includes nothing that is unworthy of God. comp. 
viii. 49. 50. Opp. i. p. 777. 78. Selecta in Psalm Opp. 11. p. 532 
—36., where he designates the literal interpretation as φλυαρίαν 
πτωχῶν νοημάτων, and proves, that every body must be adapted to 
the surrounding world. If we would live in water, we ought to 
possess the nature of fish, etc. The heavenly state also de- 
mands glorified bodies, like those of Moses and Elias. In the 
same place Origen gives a more correct interpretation of Matth. 
viii. 12; Ps. iii. 7. and other passages, which were commonly 
applied to the resurrection of the body. Comp. de princ. i. 10. 
Opp. i. p. 100. (Red. p. 223.), Schnitzer, p. 147 flwg. On the 
other side: Hieron. ad Pammach, ep. 38. (61.) Photius (accord- 
ing to Method.) Cod. 234. 

“) Thus the Gnostic Apelles maintained that the work of 
Christ had reference only to the soul, and rejected the resurrec- 
tion of the body. [That the Gnostics believed in the immorta- 
lity of the soul, appears indisputably certain, but their notions 
concerning matter made them shrink with horror from the idea 
of a reunion of the body with the soul, and led them to reject 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the former. But they have 
unjustly been charged by the Fathers with a denial of the re- 
surrection in general. Comp. Burton, Bampton Lectures, notes 
58 and 59. | 


®) Respecting the error of the Thnetopsychites (as John Da- 
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mascenus calls them) about the year 248. comp. Euseb. vi. 37.: 
τὴν ἀνηρωπείαν ψυχὴν τέως μὲν κατὼ τὸν ἐνεστῶτα καιρὸν ἅμα τῇ τελευτῇ συ- 
νοσποδνήσχειν τοῖς σώμασι καὶ συνδιωαφιλείρεσλαι, αὖϑις δέ wore χατὼ τὸν τῆς 


> , ~ 
ἀναστάσεως καιρὸν σὺν αὐτοῖς ἀναβιώσεσδα!. 


§ {{. 


GENERAL JUDGMENT. — HADES. —-PURGATORY. — CONFLA- 
GRATION OF THE WORLD. 


Baumgarten, J. F., historia doctrine de statu animarum separatarum, Hal. 
1754.4. Ernesti, J. A., de veteraum Patr. opinione de statu medio ani- 
marum a corpore sejunct. Excurs. in lectt. academ. in Ep. ad Hebr. Lips. 
1795. [Jac. Windet, Στρωματεὺς ἐπισπολικός de Vita Functorum Statu ex 
Hebreorum et Graecorum comparatis Sententiis concinnatus ; Lond. 
1663-64. Thom. Burnet, De Statu Mortuorum et Resurgentium, Lond. 
1757. Comp. Knapp, 1. c. p. 463. 464. and p. 478. ] 


The transactions of the general judgment, which was 
thought to be connected with the general resurrection, 
were depicted in various ways. Some ascribed the office 
of judge to the Son, others to the Father, both in op- 
position to the Hellenistic myth of the judges in the un- 


der-world.0:) The idea of a Hades (δ νυ), which was 


known both to the Hebrews and the Greeks, was trans- 
ferred to Christianity, and the assumption that the true 
happiness, or the final misery of the departed does not 
commence till after the general judgment and the resur- 
rection of the body, appeared to render necessary the be- 
lief in an intermediate state.@) The soul was supposed 
to remain there from the moment of its separation from 
the body to the said catastrophe. Tertullian however 
held that the martyrs went at once to the abode of the 
blessed, paradise, and thought that in this particular point 
they enjoyed an advantage over other Christians.@-) 
Cyprian does not seem to acknowledge any intermediate 
‘state whatever.4) The Gnostics rejected the notion 
concerning the Hades together with that concerning the 
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resurrection of the body, and imagmed that those who 
are spiritually minded (the pneumatic, ) would immedi- 
ately after death be delivered from the bondage of the 
demiurgus, and be elevated to the σλήρωμα.(5) The ori- 
ental idea of a purifying fire also occurs during this period 
in the writings of Clement of Alexandria and Origen. 
This purifying fire however is not thought to perform its 
work in the intermediate state, but is either taken in a 
comprehensive sense, or supposed to stand in some con- 
nection or other with the general conflagration of the 
world.@) 


() Just. Mart. Apol. 1. 8.: Πλάτων δὲ ὁμοίως ἔφη Ῥαδάμανϑον καὶ 
Miva κολάσειν τοὺς ἀδίκους wag αὐτοὺς ἐλθόντας, ἡμεῖς δὲ τὸ αὐτὸ πρᾶγμα 
φαμὲν γενήσεσϑαι, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ. Tatian contra Gr. 6.: δικάζουσι 
δὲ ἡμῖν οὐ Mivws, οὐδὲ ‘Pad&mavSug.... δοκιμαστὴς δὲ αὐτὺς ὁ ποιητὴς Θεὺς 
γίνεται. Comp. c. 25. 

ὦ) Justin dial. ὁ. Tr. § 5. makes the souls of the pious take up 
their temporary abode in a better, those of the wicked in a 
worse place. Comp. § 80.—Iren. v. 31. p. 331. (451. Gr.): Ai 
Ψυχαὶ ἀπέρχονται εἰς τὸν τόπον τὸν ὡρισμένον αὐταῖς ἀπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ, κἀκεῖ meres 
τῆς ἀναστάσεως φοιτῶσι, περιμένουσαι τὴν ἀνάστασιν" ἔπειτα ἀπολαβοῦσαι τὰ 
σώματα καὶ ὁλοκλήρως ἀναστᾶσωι, τουτέστι σωματικῶς, XAOS καὶ ὁ Κύριος 
εἰνέστη, οὕτως ἐλεύσονται εἰς τὴν ὕψιν τοῦ Θεοῦ. (in connection with it the 
descensus Christi ad inferos and Luke xvi. 22 etc.) Tertullian 
mentions de anima 55. a treatise in which he says he has proved 
omnem animam apud inferos sequestrari in diem Domini. The 
treatise itself is no longer extant, but comp. de anima ec. 58. 
Tertullian 1. c. rejects the notion of the sleep of the soul, which 
is not to be confounded with the error of the Arabian false 
teachers § 76.; he also opposes the opinion founded upon 1 
Sam. xxvii, that spirits might be conjured up from the abode 
of the dead, by appealing to Luke xvi. 26. (comp. Orig. Hom. 
11. in 1 Reg. Opp. 11. p. 490—98.) 

(5) Tert. de anim. 55. de resurr. 43.: Nemo peregrinatus a 
corpore statim immoratur penes Dominum, nisi ex martyrii pra- 
rogativa, paradiso scilicet, non inferis deversurus.—On the 
meaning of the different terms inferi, sinus Abrahe, Paradisus, 
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see ady. Mare. iv. 34. Apol.c. 47. Orig: Hom. ii. in 1 Reg. 1. ὁ. 
and Hom. in Num. 26. 4. Munscher von Colln i. p. 57. 58. 

“) Cypr. adv. Demetr. p. 196. and tract. de mortalitate in va- 
rious places; he expresses e.g. his hope, that those who die in 
consequence of pestilence, will come at once to Christ, p. 158. 
164. (where he appeals to the example of Enoch) 166. Rettberg, 
p. 345. 

©) Neander, Gnost. Systeme, p. 141 flwg. [‘ The Gnostics 
taught, that the soul of the perfect Gnostic, having risen again 
at baptism, and being enabled by perfection of knowledge to 
conquer the Demiurgus, or Principle of Evil, would ascend, as 
soon as it was freed from the body, to the heavenly Pleroma, 
and dwell there for ever in the presence of the Father: while 
the soul of him, who had not been allowed while on earth to 
arrive at such a plenitude of knowledge, would pass through 
several transmigrations, till it was sufficiently purified to wing its 
flight to the Pleroma.” Burton, Bampton Lectures, vy. Lect. p. 
131. | 

() The views of Clement on this subject are expressed in still 
more general terms Peed. 11, 9. towards the end, p. 282. (Sylb. p. 
241.)and Strom. vi.6.p.851.(7098.): φαμὲν δ᾽ ἡμεῖς ἁγιάζειν τὸ πῦρ, ob 
τὰ κρέα, ἀλλὰ τὰς ἁμαρτωλοὺς ψυχάς" πῦρ οὗ τὸ πάμφαγον καὶ βάναυσον, ἀλλὰ 
Td φρόνιμον λέγοντες" τὸ διϊκνούμενον dik Ψυχῆς τῆς διερχομένης τὸ πῦρ. Krom 
the whole context it appears that he speaks here of the purify- 
ing efficacy of a mystical fire even during the present life, per- 
haps in allusion to Matth. iii. 11. Luke 11.16. Origen on the 
other hand referring to 1 Cor. iii. 12. considers the fire which 
will consume the world at the last day, also as a σῦρ xoddgoroy, 
contra Cels. vy. 15. None (not even Paul or Peter himself) can 
escape this fire, but it does not cause any pain to the pure (ac- 
cording to Is. xlii. 2.) It is a second sacramentum regenera- 
tionis; and as the baptism of blood was compared with the bap- 
tism of water (see above § 72. 10.) so Origen thought that this 
baptism of fire at the end of the world would be necessary in 
the case of those who have forfeited. the baptism of the Spirit ; 
in the case of all others it will be a fire of probation. Comp. 
in Exod. Hom. vi. 4. in Psalm. Hom. 111. 1. in Luc. Hom. xiv. 
Opp. ili. p. 948. xxiv. p. 961. in Jerem. Hom. 1, 3. in Ezech. 
Hom. i. 13. comp. Redepennig on p. 235. Guerike, de schola al. 
ii. p. 294. Thomasius, p. 250. 
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$78. 


STATE OF THE BLESSED AND THE CONDEMNED.—RESTITU- 
TION OF ALL THINGS. 


Cotta, J. F., historia succincta dogmatis de poonarum infernalium dura- 
tione, Tiib. 1774. Dietelmaier, J. A., Commenti fanatici ἀποκαταστάσεως 
πάντων historia antiquior. Altorf. 1769. 8. 


Various expressions were used to denote the state of 
the blessed. The idea that different degrees of blessed- 
ness are proportionate to the different degrees of virtue 
exhibited in this life, was in accordance with the views 
of most of the Fathers of this period concerning the doc- 
trine of moral freedom.() From this idea the transition 
was easy to another, viz. that of a further developement 
after the present life. Origen in particular carried out 
this latter notion,@:) and endeavoured to avoid as much 
as possible all sensuous representations of the pleasures 
of the future world, and to place them in purely spiritual 
enjoyments.@) Notions more or less gross prevailed 
concerning the punishment of the wicked, which most of 
the Fathers regarded as eternal.¢) From the very na- 
ture of the thing it is evident, that purely spiritual views 
on this subject could not reasonably be expected. Origen 
himself imagined the bodies of the damned to be black.© 


- But as he looked upon evil more as the negation of good, 


than as something positive, he was induced by his ideal- 
istic tendency, to limit even hell, and to expect a final re- 
mission of the punishment of the wicked at the restitu- 
tion of all things. But in popular discourses he retain- 
ed the common idea of eternal punishment.) 


4) Different names were given even to the intermediate states 
before the resurrection (comp. the preceding ὃ note 6.) This 
was also the case with the abode of the blessed. Thus Irenzus 
y. 36. p- 337. (400, Gr.) makes a distinction between οὐρανὸς, πα- 
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βάδεισος and πόλις, and endeavours to prove the existence of dif- 
ferent habitations from Matth. xiii, 8. and John xiv. 2. Clement 
of Alexandria also adopted the idea of different degrees of bless- 
edness. Strom. iv. 6. p. 579. 80. (488. 89. 5.) vi. 14. 793. (668. 
5.) and Orig. de princip. ii. 11. Opp. i. p. 104. 

© According to Origen, 1. 6. the blessed dwell in the aérial 
regions (1 Thess. iv. 17), and take notice of what happens in the 
air. Immediately after their departure from this earth, they 
go first to paradise (eruditionis locus, auditorium vel schola 
animarum) ; as they grow in knowledge and piety, they proceed 
on their journey from paradise to higher regions, and haying 
passed through various mansions which the Scripture calls hea- 
vens, they arrive at last at the kingdom of heaven properly so 
called. He too appeals to John xiv. 2. and maintains that pro- 
gress is possible even in the kingdom of heaven (desire and 
perfection.) 

®) In the same place, de prine. ii. 11. Origen describes in 
strong terms the sensuous expectations of those, qui magis de- 
lectationi sue quodammodo ac libidini indulgentes, solius littera 
discipuli arbitrantur repromissiones futuras in voluptate et lux- 
uria corporis expectandas. He himself, attaching too much im- 
portance to the intellectual, supposes the principal enjoyment 
of the future life to consist in the gratification of the desire 
after knowledge, which God would not have given us, if he had 
not designed to satisfy it. While on earth we trace the outlines 
of the picture which will be finished in heaven. The objects 
of future knowledge are, as we might naturally expect, for the 
most part of a theological character; as an allegorical interpre- 
ter, he would think it of great importance, that we should 
then fully understand all the types of the Old Test. p. 105. : 
Tune intelliget etiam de sacerdotibus et levitis et de diversis 
sacerdotalibus ordinibus rationem, et cujus forma erat in Moyse, 
et nihilominus que sit veritas apud Deum jubileorum et sep- 
_timanas annorum; sed et festorum dierum et feriarum rationes 
videbit et omnium sacrificiorum et purificationum intuebitur | 
causas ; que sit quoque ratio lepre purgationis et que leprz 
diverse, et que purgatio sit eorum qui seminis profluvium 
patiuntur, advertet ; et agnoscet quoque que et quant qual- 
esque virtutes sint bons, queeque nihilominus contrariz, et qui — 
vel illis affectus sit hominibus, vel istis contentiosa smulatio ; 
the knowledge however of metaphysics, and even of natural 
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philosophy is not excluded: Intuebitur quoque que sit ratio 
animarum, queeve diversitas animalium vel eorum, que in aquis 
vivunt, vel avium, vel ferarum, quidve sit, quod in tam multas 
species singula genera deducuntur, qui creatoris prospectus, vel 
quis per hee singula sapientiz ejus tegitur sensus. Sed et 
agnoscet, qua ratione radicibus quibusdam vel herbis associantur 
quzdam virtutes, et alus e contrario herbis vel radicibus depel- 
luntur. We shall also have a clear insight into the destinies of 
man, and the dealings of providence. In a higher region we 
shall be instructed e. g. concerning the stars, “ why a star occu- 
pies such and such a position, why it stands at such and such 
a distance from another,’ etc. But the highest and last de- 
gree is the intuitive vision of God himself, the complete ele- 
vation of the spirit above the region of sense. The blessed do 
not stand in need of any other food. The interpretation of 
Origen forms a remarkable contrast with the sensuous and rhe- 
torical description of Cyprian, which is to be connected with his 
hierarchico-ascetic tendency ; the latter has however more of 
an ecclesiastical character, and enjoys greater popularity than 
the former, because it has also regard to the wants of the mind 
(the meeting again of individuals etc.), de mortalitate, p. 166. : 
Quis non ad suos navigare festinans, ventum prosperum cupi- 
dius optaret, ut velociter caros liceret amplecti? Patriam nos- 
tram Paradisum computemus, parentes Patriarchas habere jam 
ceepimus: quid non properamus et currimus, ut patriam nos- 
tram videre, ut parentes salutare possimus ? Magnus illic nos 
carorum numerus expectat, parentum, fratrum, filiorum frequens 
nos et copiosa turba desiderat, jam de sua immortalitate secura, 
et adhuc de nostra salute solicita. Ad horum conspectum et 
complexum venire quanta et illis et nobis in commune letitia 
est? Qualis illic celestium regnorum voluptas sine timore mo- 
riendi et cum eternitate vivendi? quam summa et perpetua 
felicitas ? [hc apostolorum gloriosus chorus, illic prophetarum 
exultantium numerus, illic martyrum innumerabilis populus ob 
certaminis et passionis victoriam coronatus; triumphantes illic 
virgines, que concupiscentiam carnis et corporis continentiz 
robore subegerunt; remunerati misericordes, qui alimentis et 
largitionibus pauperum justitie opera fecerunt, qui dominica 
precepta servantes, ad cclestes thesauros terrena patrimonia 
transtulerunt. Ad hos, fratres dilectissimi, avida cupiditate 
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properemus, ut cum his cito esse, ut cito ad ΕΠ venire 
contingat, optemus. 

(4) Clement of Rome Ep. 2. ὁ. 8. (comp. ¢. 9.) : μετὰ γὰρ τὸ 
ἐξελῶ ἡμᾶς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου οὐκ ἔτι δυνάμενα ἐκεῖ ἐξομολογήσασγαι 7 
μετανοεῖν ἔτι, Justin M. also asserts the eternity of future pun- 
ishments in opposition to Plato’s doctrine, according to which 
they should only last a thousand years. Apol. 1, 8.—Thus 
Minue. Fel. ὁ. 85: nec tormentis aut modus ullus aut terminus. 
Also Cyprian ad Demetr. p. 195: Cremabit addictos ardens 
semper gehenna, et vivacibus flammis vorax pcena, nec erit, unde 
habere tormenta vel requiem possint aliquando vel finem. 
Servabuntur cum corporibus suis anime infinitis cruciatibus ad 
dolorem, p. 196: Quando istinc excessum fuerit, nullus jam 
penitentie locus est, nullus satisfactionis effectus : hic vita aut 
amittitur, aut tenetur, hic saluti sternee cultu Dei et fructu fidei 
providetur.—The idea of eternal punishments is different from 
that of a total annihilation, which was propounded by Arnobius 
at the commencement of the following period. Some are dis- 
posed to find the first traces of this doctrine in Justin M. dial. 
cum Tryph. ὁ. 5., where it is said that the souls of the wicked 
should be punished as long as ἔστ᾽ ἂν αὑτὰς καὶ sivos καὶ κολάδεσϑαι 
6 Θεὸς ϑέλῃ. Comp. also Iren. 11. 84: quoadusque ea Deus et 
esse et perseverare voluerit, and Clement Hom. 1. 3. 

(5) In accordance with the language of Scripture, fire was 
commonly represented as the instrument by which God exe- 
cutes his punishments; Clement of Alexandria Coh. 47. (35.) 
calls it πῦρ σωφρονοῦν, Tert. Scorp. 4. and Minuc. Fel. 35. (after- 
wards also Jerome and others) call it ignis sapiens. It will be 
sufficient here to quote the passage of Minucius: Illic sapiens 
ignis membra urit et reficit, carpit et nutrit, sicut ignes ful- 
minum corpora tangunt, nec absumunt, sicut ignes Altne et 
Vesuvii montis et ardentium ubique terrarum flagrant, nec ero- 
gantur, ita peenale illud incendium non damnis ardentium pas. 
citur, sed in exesa corporum laceratione nutritur. Comp. also 
Tert. Apol. ὁ. 48. and Cypr. ad Demetr. |. c. who thinks, that the 
sight of these punishments is a kind of satisfaction to the blessed 
for the persecutions which they had to suffer while on earth.— 
As Origen imagined that spiritual enjoyments constitute the fu- 
ture blessedness, so he believed the misery of the wicked to 
consist in separation from God, the remorse of conscience, ete. 
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de prince. ii, 10. Opp. i. p. 102. The eternal fire is neither 
material, nor kindled by another person, but the combustibles 
are our sins themselves, of which conscience reminds us; thus 
the fire of hell resembles the fire of passions in this world. The 
discord between the soul and God may be compared with the 
pain which we sufier, when all the members of the body are 
torn out of theirjoints. By “ outer darkness” Origen does not 
so much understand a place devoid of light, as a state of com- 
plete ignorance; he thus appears to adopt the idea of black 
bodies only by way of accommodation to popular notions. It 
should also be borne in mind, that Origen imagined, that the 
design of all these punishments was to heal, or to correct, and 
thus finally to restore the sinner to the favour of God. 

(6) De prine. 1. 6. Opp. i. p. 70. 71. (quoted by Munscher von 
Colln, 1. p. 64. 65.) The ideas there expressed are connected 
with his general views on the character of God, the design of 
the Divine punishments, on liberty and the nature of evil, as well 
as with his demonology, and especially with his unwavering 
faith in the power of Christ’s work to overcome all things 
(according to Ps. cx. 1. and 1 Cor. xv. 25.) At the same time 
he frankly confessed, that his doctrine might easily become 
dangerous to the unconverted, contra Celsum vi. 26. Opp. i. p. 
650. -He therefore speaks at the very commencement of the 
19. Hom. in Jerem. Opp. T. i. p. 241. of eternal condemna- 
tion, even of the impossibility of being converted in the world 
to come. Nevertheless, in the same Hom. (p. 267.) he calls 
the fear of eternal punishment (according to Jer. xx. 7.) ἀπάτη, 
though it be beneficial in its effects, and brought about by God 
himself (a pedagogical artifice, as it were.) For many wise 
men, or such as thought themselves wise, having apprehended 
the (theoretical) truth respecting the Divine punishments, and 
rejected the delusion (beneficial in a practical point of view), 
gave themselves up to a vicious life, while it would have been 
much better for them to believe in the eternity of the punish- 
ments of hell. 


SECOND PERIOD. 


FROM THE DEATH OF ORIGEN TO JOHN DAMASCENUS, | 
FROM THE YEAR 254—730. 


THE AGE OF POLEMICS. 


A. GENERAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE 
SECOND PERIOD. 


8 79. 
INTRODUCTION. 


De Weite, Christliche Sittenlehre, vol. ii. p. 294 ss. Minscher, 
Handbuch, vol. iii. section 1. 


During this considerable space of time the polemics 
of the church developed themselves in a much more re- 
markable manner than either the apologetical tendency 
of the preceding, or the systematic tendency of the next 
period. The time which elapsed from the Sabellian to 
the Monothelite controversy, presents the aspect of a 
series of contests, carried on within the church, about the 
most important doctrinal points. While in the preced- 
ing period all heretics separated from the church as 
a matter of course, we now see them striving for 
the victory, and it was for a long time uncertain 
which party would gain it. Orthodoxy however pre- 
vailed at last, partly from an internal necessity, partly 
through the assistance of the secular power, and the 
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coincidence of external circumstances. Thus it happened 
that in after ages orthodoxy appeared as an obligation 
which man owes to the state; heresy on the contrary, 
was considered a political crime. 


8 80, 
‘DOCTRINAL DEFINITIONS AND CONTROVERSIES, 


The three main pillars of the Christian system: 
Theology, Christology, and Anthropology, were the princi- 
pal points on which the councils had to decide, and to 
express their opinion in confessions of faith. ‘The con- 
troversies which contributed to bring about this result, 
are the following: a. In reference to the doctrine of the 
Trinity (Theology): the Sabellian and the Arian con- 
troversies, with their branches, the Semiarian and the 
Macedonian; ὦ. relative to the two natures of Chyrist, 
(Christology), the Apollinarian, Nestorian, Eutychian- 
Monophysite, and Monothelite controversies; c. con- 
cerning Anthropology and the doctrine of the conditions of 
salvation, the Pelagian and Semipelagian, and in reference 
to the church, the Donatist controversies. The former 
took their rise in the East; the latter originated in the 
West, but both the eastern and western countries felt 
their effects. Hence disruptions were frequent between 
the eastern and western church, till at last the controversy 
respecting the procession of the Holy Ghost brought 
about a lasting breach. 


Though the controversy concerning images, which principally 
agitated the East, and was also carried on in the West, turned 
in the first instance upon the form of worship, yet it exerted 
some indirect influence (especially in the East) upon the doc- 
trinal definitions of the nature of God, the person of Christ, 
and the significance of the sacraments. But the further de- 
velopement of the doctrine of the sacraments, and of eschato- 
logy was reserved for the next period. Concerning the external 
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history of these controversies see the works on ecclesiastical 
history. 


§ 81. 


THE DOGMATIC CHARACTER OF THIS PERIOD.—THE FATE O 
ORIGENISM. > 


The more decidedly and systematically ecclesiastical 
orthodoxy was established, the more individual Christ- 
ians lost the right of private judgment, and the more 
dangerous it became to embrace heretical opinions. The 
more liberal tendency of former theologians, such as Ori- 
gen, so far from meeting with toleration, was subsequent- 
ly condemned. But notwithstanding this external con- 
demnation, the spirit of Origen continued to animate the 
theologians of the East, though it was kept within nar- 
rower limits. His works were also made known in the 
West by Jerome and Rufinus, and exerted some influ- 
ence even upon his opponents. 


Lhe principal followers of Origen were Dionysius, bishop of 
Alexandria, Pamphilus, Gregory Thawmaturgus and others. 
Among his opponents Methodius occupied the most conspicuous 
position. On the further controversies relative to the doctrinal 
tenets of Origen under the Emperor Justinian I., and their con- 
demnation brought about (a. p. 544.) by Mennas, bishop of 
Constantinople, see the works on ecclesiastical history. 


8. 82. 
THEOLOGIANS OF THIS PERIOD. 


Among the number of those theologians of the east- 
ern church, who have either exerted the greatest influence 
upon the developement of the doctrines, or composed works 
on doctrinal subjects, are the following :—LHusebius of 
Cesarea,") Husebius of Nicomedia,?-) but principally 
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Athanasius,@:) Basil the Great,4) Gregory of Nyssa, 
and Gregory of Nazianzum,®) (the last three of Cappa- 
docia); then: Chrysostom," Cyrill of Jerusalem,®) 
Epiphanius,®-) Ephraim the Syrian,°) Nemesius,C') 
Cyrill of Alexandria,(?-) Theodore of Mopsuestia,'*-) 
Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus .(14.) in the West: <Arno- 
bius,>) Lactantius,A®) Hilary of Poitiers, Serome,O8) 
Ambrose,9-) and above all Augustine.) These are fol- 
lowed by some others of greater or less importance : 
John Cassian,?!) Vincentius Lerinensis,2?) Salvian,??) 
Leo I. surnamed the Great,?4-) Prosper of Aquitania,@*» 
Gennadius,°6) Fulgentius of Ruspe,?@1) Boéthius,C®) 
Gregory the Great,-) and Isidore Hispalensis.@) he 
last is of importance, inasmuch as he collected the mate- 
rials already in existence, and may be considered the 
forerunner of John Damascenus (in the Kast. ) 


1.) Husebius (Pamphilius) bishop of Caesarea, (author of the 
ecclesiastical history), was born about the year 261, and died 
340. Of his dogmatical works the following may be mentioned 
(in addition to the prologue to his ecclesiastical history) : 
Ἑῤαγγελικῆς ἀποδείξεως waguoxeng (preparatio evangelica) Ed. i. of 
Steph. 1544 ss. ὁ. not. I’. Vigeri 1628. Col. 1688. fol. εὐωγγελικὴ 
ἀπόδειξις (demonstratio evangelica) Hd. of Steph. 1545: ο- not. 
Rich. Montacutii, 1628. Lips. 1688. fol—xara Μαρχέλλου 11.- σερὶ 
σῆς ἐκκλησιαστικῆς “εολογίας, τῶν πρὸς Μάρκελλον, Epistola de fide 
Nicsena ad Ceesareenses, and some exegetical treatises. 

2) Husebius of Nicomedia, formerly bishop of Berytus, and 
afterwards of Constantinople, died a. p. 840. He was the leader 
of the Eusebian party in the Arian controversy. His opi- 
nions are given in the works of Athanasius, Sozomen, Theodo- 
ret, (comp. especially his Epistola ad Paulianum Tyri Episco- 
pum in Theod. i. 6), and Philostorgius. Comp. Fabric. Bibl. 
gr. vol. vi. p. 109, ss.* | 


2 The homilies of Husebius of Emisa, (who died a. Ὁ. 360) are only of 
secondary importance relative to the doctrine of the descensus ad inferos. 
Opuse. ed. Augusti, Elberf. 829. Thlo, tiber die Schriften des Euseb von 
Alex. und des Euseb von Emisa, Halle 832. 


bo 
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8) Athanasius, commonly called the father of orthodoxy, was 
born at Alexandria about the year 296, oceupied the episcopal 
see of that town from the year 326, and died a. p. 375; he 
exerted a considerable influence upon the formation of the Ni- 
cene Creed, and took a prominent part in the Arian controversy. 
Of his numerous dogmatical works the most important are: 
λόγος κατὰ ᾿Ἑλλήνων (an apologetical treatise), λόγος περὶ τῆς evavSgu- 
πήσεως τοῦ Θεοῦ λόγου καὶ τῆς διὰ σώματος πρὸς ἡμᾶς ἐπιφανείας αὐτοῦ.--- 
"Eadeorg πίστεως (expositio fidei Niczenee.)— Πρὸς τοὺς ἐπισκόπους 
Αἰγύπτου καὶ Λιβύης, ἐπιστολὴ ἐγκυχλικὸς xara ᾿Αριανῶν, 5, Oratt. v. con- 
tra Arianos—homilis, letters, etc. The principal Eprrions are: 
that of the Benedictine monks (of Montfaucon), 689—98. 1]. f. 
ed. N. A. Giustiniani, Patav. et Lips. 777. iv. f. comp. Tillemont 
T. vii. Rossler, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater, vol. v. Monoera- 
pHy: {Moéhler, Athanasius ἃ. Gr. u. die Kirche seiner Zeit, 
Mainz. 827. u. 8. 

(4) Basil, of Neocesarea, surnamed the Great, was born A. Ὁ. 
316, and died a. ἢ. 379; he is of importance in the Arian 
and Macedonian controversies. His PRINCIPAL WRITINGS are: 
᾿Ανατρεπτιχὸς τοῦ ἀπολογητικοῦ τοῦ δυσσεβοῦς Ἑῤνομίου (libri v. contra Ku- 
nomium) περὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος, numerous letters and homilies 
(in Hexaémeron 11.—in Ps.xvii.—diversi argumenti 31.Sermones 
25.) Epirions of hip works were published by Fronto Duceeus 
and Morellus, Par. 618. 38. 11. (i1.) f; by the Benedictine monks 
in the year 1688. ui. fol. and by *Garnier, Paris 721—80. iii. ἢ 
Monocrapuiss: Feisser, de vita Basilii Gron. 828. *Klose, C. 
R. W., Basilius der Gr. nach seinem Leben und seiner Lehre, 
Stralsund 855. 8. 

&) Gregory of Nyssa, a brother of Basil, a native of Cappa- 
docia, died about the year 394 : λόγος κατηχητικὸς ὁ uéyos.—He com: 
posed dogmatico-exegetical works on the creation of the world, 
and of man, wrote treatises against Eunomius and Apollinaris, 
and was the author of several homilies, ascetic tracts, etc. Though 
he strictly adhered to the Nicene Creed, yet he was distinguish- 
ed for the mildness of his disposition ; “ the profoundnes of his 
scientific knowledge, as well as his peculiarities assign to him the 
first place among the followers of Origen.” (Hase.) His works 
were edited by Morellius, Par. 615. ii. f Append. Gretser, Par. 
618. Of the Benedictine edition (Paris 1780) only the first 
volume has appeared. Some newly discovered treatises against 
the Arians and Macedonians are published in A. Maji Scriptt. 
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vet. Coll. Rom. 854. T. vin. MonoGrapuy: Rupp, Jul., Gregors, 
des Bischofs von Nyssa, Leben und Meinungen, Lipz. 834. 

(6) Gregory of Nazianzum, surnamed the theologian, was born 
about the year 300 at Arianzus, near Nazianzum, was afterwards 
bishop of Constantinople, and died a. p. 390. His ΡΕΙΝΟΙΡΑΙ, 
works are: In Julianum Apostatam invectiva duo. (published 
separately by Montagu, 1610. 4.)—Adyor Jzoroyinol vy. He also 
composed numerous orations, letters, poems, and shorter trea- 
tises. His works were published by Morellius, Paris 1630, ii. f. 
(Lips. 1690.) Of the Benedictine edition only the first volume 
has appeared. Monoerapy: *Ullmann, Gregor von Nazianz, 
der Theologe, Darmst. 825. 

“) Chrysostom, was born at Antioch in Syria about the year 
344, occupied the episcopal see of Constantinople, and died 
A. Ὁ. 407. His practico-exegetical and homiletical writings 
are still more valuable, than his strictly dogmatical works; at 
the same time he is of importance in the history of doctrines on 
account of this very practical tendency. Thus his views on the 
freedom of the will form a strong contrast to those of Augustine. 
In addition to his numerous homilies and sermons we have: 
περὶ ἱεροσύνης, lib. vi. (edited by Bengel, Stuttg. 725. by Leo, Lips. 
834), de providentia, lib. 1i—EpITIONS OF mS COMPLETE 
works were published by Savilius, Eton 612. Fronto Ducdus, 
Par. 609—36. *Bern. de Montfaucon, Paris 718—31. xiii. fol. 
Venet. 755. xii. f. ib. 780. xiv. f—Monourapuies: * Neander, 
der heil. Chrysostomus und die Kirche des Orients in dessen 
Zeitalter, Berlin 821. 22. 11. 8. and [ Butler, J. D., the Life of 
John Chrysostom. Bibliotheca Sacra, 1. p. 669 ss.] 

8) Qyrill of Jerusalem, formerly an Eusebian, went over to 
the Nicene party, and combated the strict Arian Acacius; he 
died a. p. 386. He distinguished himself by his catechetical 
works, in which he propounded the doctrines of the church in 
a popular style. His five mystagogical discourses are of im- 
portance in the dogmatic point of view. His works were edited 
by Milles, Oxon. 1703. f. and by *Ant. dug. Touttée, (after his 
death by Prud. Maran), Par. 1720. f. Ven. 1763. f comp. von 
Colin, in Ersch. u. Grubers Encyklopadie, vol. xxii. p. 148 ss. 

) Epiphanius of Besanduc near Eleutheropolis in Palestine, 
bishop of Constantia in the isle of Cyprus, died at the age of 
nearly one hundred years, A. 1), 404. The work which he wrote 
against heretics : Algestwy LXXX, ἐπιχληϑὲν πανάριος εἴτ᾽ οὖν κιβώτιος 
ady. heer.) is a source for the history of doctrines. The theo- 
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logy of Epiphanius consisted in rigid adherence to the orthodox 
system rather than in the formation of original views. It is re- 
presented in his treatise: περιοχὴ λόγου τοῦ "Emp. τοῦ ἀγκυρωτοῦ 
κολουμέξνου, Which may be compared with his works, entitled : 
λόγος εἰς τὴν Κυρίου ἀνάστασιν----εἰς τὴν ἀνάληψιν τοῦ Κυρίου λόγος, ete. 
There is an EDITION of his works by *Petavius, Par. 622. fol. ib. 
630. f. edit. auct. Colon. (Lips.) 682. 11. fol. 

(Ὁ) Hphraim, Propheta Syrorum, of Nisibis in Mesopotamia, 
abbot and deacon in a monastery at Edessa, died about the 
year 378. He gained a high reputation by his exegetical works, 
and rendered signal service to Syria by the introduction of Gre- 
cian science and dogmatic terminology. Opp. ed. *J. C. Asse- 
mani, hom. 792. 46. vi. fol. comp. C. A. Lengerke, de Ephreemo 
Se. S. interprete, Hal. 828. 4. 

(1) Nemestus, bishop of Emisa in Phoenicia (?), lived about 
the year 400. His treatise: περὶ φύσεως avSeumov was formerly at- 
tributed to Gregory of Nyssa. Oxon. 1671. 8. Comp. Schréckh 
Kirchengeschichte, vol. vii. p. 157. 

02) Cyrill of Alexandria, (died a. Ὁ. 444), is well known by 
his violent proceedings against Nestor, and by his Monophysite 
tendency. Beside homilies and exegetical works, he wrote 
anathemas against Nestor, treatises on the Trinity, the incarna- 
tion of Christ, σερὶ τῆς ἐν πνεύματι καὶ dAnrsig προφςκυνήσεως καὶ λατρείας 
xvii. books.—zard& ἀνθρωπομορφιτῶν.-- Δα a work in defence of 
Christianity against the Emperor Julian, in 10 books.—Extracts 
of it are given by Rossler, vol. viii. p. 43—152. Epirions of 
his works were pubiished by *J. Aubertus, Lut. 638. vii. fol. and 
A. Maji Collectio T. viii. 

(15), Theodore of Mopsuestia, was born about the year 350, 
and died a. p. 429. Of his writings we have scarcely more 
than fragments. Theodori que supersunt omnia, ed A. 1, Weg- 
nern, Berol. 854 ss. comp. Assemani Bibl. orient. T. 111, pars 1. 
p. 380. Fritzsche, O. F., de Theodori Mopsvhesteni vita et 
scriptis. Comment. hist. Hal. 836. 8. A sketch of his (liberal) 
theology is given by Neander, Kirchengesch. 11. 3. p. 929—944. 

(4) Theodoret was born at Antioch, and died about the year 
457. Wis dogmatico-polemical writings are of importance in 
the Nestorian and Monophysite controversies. ‘Theodoret and 
_ Theodore are the representatives of the liberal tendency of the 
. Antiochian school. The following work is a source for the his- 
tory of doctrines: αἱρετικῆς κακομυϑίας ἐπιτομὴ, Lib. y. (fabulee 
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heretice). He also composed several exegetical writings. 
There are ΕΡΙΤΙΟΝΒ of his works by J. Strmond, Lutet. 642. iv. 
fol. Auctuarium cura J. Garnertt, ib. 684. f—and J. L. Schulze 
u. Wosselt, Hal. 769—74. 5 vol. x. 8. 

15.) Arnobius, was born at Sicca Veneria in Numidia, the mas- 
ter of Lactantius, lived towards the close of the third, and at 
the commencement of the fourth century. He wrote a work 
under the title: adv. gentes libr. vii. which was edited by J. C. 
Orelli, Lips. 816. Add. 817.—His writings contain many hete- 
rodox assertions, like those of his disciple : 

(6) Lucius Celius Firmianus Lactantius (Cicero christianus), 
he was born in Italy, became a rhetorician in Nicomedia, was 
tutor of Crispus (the eldest son of the Emperor Constantine), 
and died about the year 330. He wrote Divinarum Institutt. 
libri vu. de ira Dei, de opificio Dei vel de formatione hominis.— 
Epitions of this work were published by Buinemann, Lips. 739. 
by Le Brun and Dufresnoi, Par. 748. ii. 4. and that of Bipon- 
tinum, 1786. ii. 8. Comp. Ammon, &. G. Ph., Lactantii opi- 
niones de religione in systema redacte, Diss. il. Hr]. 820. Spyker, 
de pretio institutionibus Lactantii tribuendo, Led. 826. 

“ Hilary, (Hilarius), bishop of Pictavium (Poitiers) in Gaul, 
died a. ἢ. 368. Beside commentaries on the Psalms and on 
Matthew, and several minor treatises, he wrote: de trinitate 
libr. xii. Eprrions of his works were published by the Bene- 
dictine monks, Par. 693 ἢ by Maffei, Ver. 730. 11. f. and by 
Oberthiir, Wurzb. 785—88. iv. 8. A. Maji Scriptt. vet. Coll. 
πραγ: 

18) Sophronius Eusebius Hieronymus (Jerome), was bornabout 
the year 331 at Stridon in Dalmatia, and died as monk in a mo- 
nastery at Bethlehem a. p. 420. In his earlier years he was a 
disciple of Origen, but turned afterwards his opponent, and es- 
poused orthodoxy, which he zealously defended; he possessed 
great talents, and was a man of profound learning. (‘‘ He made 
the West acquainted with Grecian and Hebrew erudition.” 
Hase.) He rendered greater service to biblical criticism and 
exegesis (by the Vulgate-version), as well as to literary history 
(by his work de viris illustribus), than to dogmatic theology. 
Concerning the latter, it may rather be said, that he preserved 
it like a relic which he had rescued from the Origenist deluge, 
than that he exerted any powerful and original influence upon 
the healthy developement of the doctrines in general. His con- 
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troversial writings and letters are partly directed against the 
opponents of monachism, the worship of relics, celibacy, the 
adoration of the Virgin, ete., which he greatly admired; and 
have partly regard to the Pelagian and Origenist controversies. 
The following are the principal Epitions of his works: Opp. 
cura Erasmi, Bas. 1516. ix. f. that of the Benedictine monks (by 
Martianay and Pouget), Par. 693—706. v. f., and that of Vallar- 
sius, Veron. 734—42. xi. f. Ed. 2. Venet. 766—72. iv. (Luther 
judged unfavourably of him.) 

1.) Ambrose, was born a. ἢ, 340., occupied the archiepiscopal 
see of Milan from the year 374, and died a. p. 398. He was the 
chief pillar of the Nicene orthodoxy in the West, and exerted 
considerable practical influence upon Augustine. Of his doc- 
trinal writings we mention: Hexaémeron, 1. vi. de officiis m. de 
incarnationis dominice sacramento, de fide libri v. de Spiritu hb. 
111. and several others. He also composed some exegetical works, 
of which however some are spurious (Ambrosiaster.) The prin- 
cipal epitions of his works are that of Amerbach, Bas. 492.— 
and the Benedictine edition cura N. Nuriti et Jac. Frischii, Par. 
686—90. 11. ἢ 

(30) Aurelius Augustine, a native of Tagaste in Numidia, died 
as bishop of Hippo Regius a.p. 430; on his eventful and deeply 
interesting life compare his auto-biography entitled confessiones 
libri xii. (a manual edition of which was published at Berlin 
1823. with a preface by Neander), and Possidius (Possidonius) ; 
on his writings compare his own retractationes. A great part 
of his works consists of polemical writings, in which he opposed 
the Manicheans, Pelagians and Donatists. All his works, and 
their different editions, are enumerated in the work of Schéne- 
mann, T. u. p. 8. ss. A. ῬΗΙΠΟΒΟΡΗΙΟΑΙ, WORKS: contra aca- 
demicos—de vita beata—de ordine 1.—soliloquia 1.—de im- 
mortalitate anime etc. B. PoLeMIcAL WRITINGS: a) against 
the Manicheans: de moribus ecclesiz cathol. et Manichzorum 
ii.—de libero arbitrio iii.—de genesi contra Manich.—de genesi 
ad litteram xii.—de vera religione—de utilitate credendi—de 
fide et symbolo et al. b) against the Pelagians and Semipela- 
gians: (they are contained for the most part in vol. x. of the 
Benedictine edition) de gestis Pelagii—de peccatorum meritis 
et remissione—de natura et gratia—de perfectione justitie ho- 
minis—de gratia Christi et de peccato originali—contra duas 
epistolas Pelagianorum—contra Julian, lib. yi.—de gratia et li- 
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bero arbitrio—de correptione et gratia—de pradestinatione 
Sanctorum—de dono perseverantie—contra secundam Juliani 
responsionem, opus imperfectum. c) against the Donatists: (in 
vol. ix.) contra Parmenianum iii.—de baptismo vii.—contra lit- 
teras Petiliani i1.—Ep. ad Catholicos (de unitate ecclesiz) et al. 
C. DoamaticaL works: de civitate Dei ad Marcellin. libr. xxii. 
(*A manual edition of which was published by Tauchnitz. Lips. 
1825. 11. 8.) de doctrina christiana lib. iv—Enchiridion ad Lau- 
rentium s. de fide, spe et caritate—de fide—de trin. xv. Ὁ. 
Pracricat (de catechizandis rudibus) and EXEGETICAL WRITINGS, 
letters, sermons, etc. Eprrrons of his works were published by 
Erasmus, Bas. 529. x. 1543. 56. 69. in xi. by the *Benedictine 
monks, Paris 679—701. xi. (in 8 vol.) Antwerpen 700—703. xi. 
f, Append. by Clericus, ib. 703 f—J. B. Albrizzi, Ven. 729—35. 
xu. f.756—69. xviii. 4. Opp. omnia, supplem. ed. Hier. Vignier, 
Par. 654. 55. ii. f£—* Wiggers, pragmatische Darstellung des 
Augustinismus und Pelagianismus, Berl. 821. Hamb. 833. ii. 8. 

Cl) John Cassian, a pupil of Chrysostom, was probably a na- 
tive of one of the western countries, founded Semipelagianism, 
and died about the year 440. De institut. coenob. lib. xii.— 
Collationes Patrum xxiv.—de incarnatione Christi adv. Nesto- 
rium, libr. vu. The principal editions of his works are: Ed. 
prince. Bas. 1485. Lugd. 1516. 8. Lips. 733. Comp. Wiggers, 
vol. 11. and his Diss. de Joanne Cassiano, Rost. 824. δ. 

Ὁ) Vincentius Lerinensis (Lirinensis) ἃ monk and presbyter 
in the monastery in the isle of Lerinum, near the coast of 
Gallia Narbonica, died about the year 450. Commonitoria duo 
pro catholice fidei antiquitate et universitate adv. profanas 
omnium heereticorum novitates. There is an EDITION of this 
work by Jo. Coster et Edm. Campiani, Col. 600. 12. (last 
edition by Herzog, Vratislav. 839.) comp. Wiggers ii. p. 208 
flwe. 

°3.) Salvian, a native of Gaul, ady. avaritiam lib. iv. He com- 
posed a work on the doctrine of providence which is of impor- 
tance in dogmatic theology: de gubernatione Dei (de provi- 
dentia) Bas 530. *Venet. (Baluz.) 728. 8. (together with Vine. 
Lerin. Par. 684. 8.) 

@4) Leo the Great, bishop of Nome, died a. vp. 461. He is 
of importance in the Mon®physite controversy by the influence 
which he exerted upon the decisions of the council of Chalcedon, 
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He composed sermons and letters, Ed. 1. Rom. 1479. Rom. 753 
—55. cura P. Th. Cacciari. Comp. Griesbach, J. J., loci theo- 
logici collecti ex Leone Magno. (Opusce. T. i. ab init.) 

5) Prosper of Aquitania opposed the Pelagians in several 
writings, Carmen de ingratis, and others. Opp. by Jean Le 
Brun de Maret and Mangeant, Par. 711. fol. Wiggers ii. p. 
136 flweg. 

(28) Gennadius, a presbyter at Massilia, died about the year 
493: de ecclesiasticis dogmatibus, edited by Elmenhorst, Hamb. 
614. 4.; it is also found among the works of Augustine (T. vii.) 

C7) Fulgentius was born a. Ὁ. 468 at Telepte in Africa, and 
died a. p. 533, as bishop of Ruspe. Contra objectiones Arian- 
orum—de remissione peccatorum—ad Donatum de fide orthod. 
et de diversis erroribus hereticorum. There is an edition of 
his works by *J. Sirmond, Par. 623. fol. (Bibl. max. Patr. Lugd. 
T. ix. p. 1.) Ven. 742. fol. 

8) Anicius Manlius Torquatus Severianus Boéthius, was born 
at Rome a. ἢ. 470, and beheaded a. p, 524, in the reign of the Em- 
peror Theodorich ; he wrote: de trin. ete. de persona et natura, 
(contra Eutychem et Nestorium.)—fidei confessio s. brevis fidei 
christianze complexio. He also composed several philosophical 
writings, among which that entitled de consolatione philoso: 
phica lib. v. is worthy of notice, inasmuch as it shows how the 
ancient philosophy of the Stoics was associated with the specu- 
lative dogmatic theology of the church without being much in- 
fluenced by the spirit of true Christianity. Schleiermacher even 
-questions: ‘ whether Boéthius ever was a true Christian.” 
Geschichte der Philosophie, p. 175. 

2%) Gregory the Great, (bishop of Rome, a. pv. 590), died 
A. Ὁ. 604. Protestants regard him commonly, but without 
sufficient reason, as the last of the Fathers in point of time. 
Opp. Par. 675. Venet. 768—76.— Wiggers, de Gregorio Magno 
ejusque placitis anthropologicis. Comment. i. 838. 4. 

(80) Tsidore Hispalensis, died a, D. 633; he attempted pre- 
vious to the time of John Damascenus, to arrange the doctrines 
of the church in the form of a system, but his work is little 
better than a compilation: Sententiarum sive de summo bono 
libri iii. Opp. ed Faust. Arevalo, Rom. 797. vii. 4. He wrote 
moreover some original works on doctrinal subjects: Liber 
queestionum sive expositionis sacramentorum—de natura rerum 
—exhort. ad ponitentiam—and lastly, he composed several his- 
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torical, canonical, and practical treatises. Oudin, Comment. vol. 
i, Pp: 1582—96. 


8. 88. 


THE EASTERN CHURCH FROM THE FOURTH TO THE SIXTH 
CENTURY. 


The Schools of Alexandria and Antioch. 


Minter, Dr. F., iiber die antiochenische Schule, in Staudlins and 
Tzschirners Archiv, i. 1. p. 1. ss. 


During this period an important change took place 
in the theological sentiments of the school of Alexandria. 
Formerly it had been the seat of enlightened Christian- 
ity, and of that idealistic theology, which did not rest 
satisfied with the popular system of literal interpretation; 
during the present period the doctrinal tendency of the 
school of Egypt was on the contrary altogether realistic. 
As it had once been the task of the Alexandrian school, 
so it became now the task of the School of Antioch, to 
defend a more liberal theology against the rude attacks 
of the narrow-minded advocates of what was then under- 
stood as orthodoxy. The consequence was, that the 
teachers of that school shared the same fate with Origen 
—they were treated as heretics. The school of Antioch 
however, so far from resembling the earlier Alexandrian 
school, in giving countenance to the arbitrary system of 
allegorical interpretation, adopted the grammatical inter- 
pretation, to which, [as well as to biblical criticism in 
general], they thus rendered signal service. But on this 
account they have also sometimes .been charged with a 
want of spirituality. 

The change of opinions respecting classical literature, which 
many thought irreconcilable with the spirit of the gospel (the 
dream of Jerome in his Epist. ad Eustachium. Ullmann, Gre- 
gor von Nazianzum, p. 543.) could not but exert a prejudicial 
influence upon the critical judgment of commentators. 
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§ 84. 
THE WESTERN CHURCH.—AUGUSTINISM. 


About the same time a new era commences in the his- 
tory of doctrines with the appearance of Augustine. 
From the dogmatic point of view the West now assumes 
a higher degree of importance than the East, which ex- 
hausts itself in the controversies respecting the nature 
of Christ, and the worship of images. The realistic ten- 
dency of the church of Rome, (a tendency which had 
always been represented by the western churches), 
gradually gains the ascendancy over the hellenistic ideal- 
ism of past ages; the philosophy of Aristotle supplants 
that of Plato. Augustine sows in his theology the seeds 
of two systems, which more than a thousand years after- 
wards were to wage open war against each other. » The 
Roman-Catholic system was based on his doctrine of the 
church Cin opposition to the Donatists); the system of 
evangelical Protestantism rests upon his views on origi- 
nal sin, on free grace, and predestination (in opposition 
to the Pelagians.) But both these systems appear har- 
moniously connected in his own person, and are founded 
no less on the position which he occupied relative to the 
church, and to his opponents, than on the experience of 
his own life. 


8 85. 
THE HERESIES. 


With regard to the heresies respecting the nature of 
Christ which prevailed during the first period, the Ebi- 
onitic ( judaizing ) heresy may be considered as entirely 
suppressed.) The Gnostic (antijudaizing) tendency 
on the contrary, was more firmly established in the sys- 
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tem of Manes (Manichezism), which as complete dualism 
was at once the companion and opponent of Christianity, 
and from its very nature belonged to that form of orien- 
to-pagan philosophy which had not then disappeared.@:) 
The system of the followers of Priscillian must be re- 
garded as a continuation of Gnosticism, though modi- 
fied by Manicheism; it first spread in the West in 
the course of the fourth century, but was suppress- 
ed by violent persecutions.*) Even the Paulicians 
manifested a leaning towards Gnostico-Manichzean no- 
tions, though they appeared at first to have been driven 
by the prevailing want of practical godliness in the church, 
to return to the simplicity of apostolical Christianity.¢) 
These heresies, which are, as it were, the younger branch- 
es which the old stock of Gnosticism continued to shoot 
forth, must be distinguished from those, which arose 
during the present period in consequence of a philosophi- 
cal treatment of separate doctrines, viz.: 1. The heresies 
of Sabellius and Paul of Samosata with their opposites, 
the Arian, Semiarian, Husebian and other heresies (which 
continued to prevail among the Goths, Burgundians and 
Vandals, long after they had been condemned. 2. The 
heresy of the Pelagians, who never formed a distinct sect, 
but by means of a modified system (Semipelagianism) 
ever and anon crept into the church, from which they had 
beenexcluded by themorerigid decisions of several synods. 
3. The Nestorian heresy with its opposites, the Monophy- 
site and Monothelite heresies. ‘The Nestorians after hav- 
ing been defeated in Europe, succeeded in winning over 
to their party the Chaldeans, and the Thomas-Christians 
in Asia. The peculiar notions of the Monophysites are still 
entertained by the Jacobites and Copts, and those of the 
Monothelites exist to the present day among the Maro- 

® nites in Syria.) 
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‘) Some writers have indeed numbered Sabellianism among 
the judaizing heresies, but without sufficient reason, for it arose 
entirely out of philosophical speculation, and was not, ike Ebio- 
nitism, founded upon a national religion. The notions of the 
Pelagians concerning the meritoriousness of works bore some 
resemblance to Judaism, but they did not originate with it. 

©) Manicheism is distinguished from Gnosticism by a more 
complete developement of the dualistic principle: this also ac- 
counts for its rigid and uniform appearance, while Gnosticism 
is divided into many branches, and admits of more variety. 
There is far less of historical Christianity in Manichzism, than 
in Gnosticism : it rests on its own historical foundation, which 
is at least partly an imitation of Christianity, and forms (like 
Mohammedanism at a later period) a separate system of religion 
rather than a sect. Comp. Beausobre, Histoire de Manichée et 
du Manichéisme, Amst. 734. 2 voll. 4. *Baur, das manicha- 
ische Religionssystem, Tiib. 831. Zrechsel, F., uber den Kanon, 
die Kritik und Exegese der Manichaer, Bern 832.  Coldttz, 
fF. E., die Enstehung des manichaischen Religionssystems, Lpz. 
997. (where Manicheism is compared with the Indian, Per- 
sian, and other systems of religion.) 

@) On the history of the followers of Priscillian, which is of 
more importance in the history of the church, than in the his- 
tory of doctrines, because they were the first heretics persecut - 
ed with the sword, comp. Sulp. Sev. hist. sacr. 11. 46—51. Nean- 
der, Kirchengesch. 11, 3. p. 1486 flwg. Baumgarten-Crusius 1, 
p- 292 flwg. 

(Further particulars may be found in Schmid, Fr., historia 
Paulicianorum. orientalium, Hafn. 826; in an essay in Winers 
and Engelhards Journal, 827. vol. vii. parts 1 and 2; Gieseler, 


in Studien und Kitiken, 829. πὶ 1. and Meander, Kirchenges-. 


chichte, 11. p. 494 flwg. Sources: Petri Siculi (who lived about 
the year 876) historia Manicheorum, gr. et lat. ed. M. Raderus, 
Ingolst. 604. 4. Photius ady. Paulianistas, s. rec. Manicheorum 
libr. iv. in Gallandii Bibl. PP. T. xii. p. 603 flwg. 

©) On all these heresies which have a peculiar bearing upon 
the developement of doctrines during this period, comp. the 
special history of doctrines. Concerning the external history of 
the controversies themselves see the stents on ecclesiestical his- 
tory: 
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§ 186. 
DIVISION OF THE MATERIAL. 


Respecting the dogmatic material of this period we 
have to distinguish between,—1. Those doctrines, which 
owe their main developement to the controversies im 
which the catholic church was engaged with the afore- 
said heretics; and, 2. Those which developed themselves 
more gradually. 


To the former class belong Theology proper (the doctrine of 
the Trinity), Christology, and Anthropology ; to the latter those 
parts of theology, which treat of the attributes and character of 
God, creation, etc., as well as the doctrine of the sacraments, 
_and eschatology. It must however be admitted that they ex- 
erted a more or less considerable influence upon each other. 
We think it best to begin with the history of the first class of 
doctrines, which may be considered the pillars on which the 
whole structure rests, and then to pass to the second. The first 
class may be subdivided into two divisions, viz. the theologico- 
christological on the one, and the anthropological on the other 
hand. The controversies respecting the doctrines belonging to 
the former of these two divisions were principally carried on in 
the Hast, those concerning the latter in the West. 


B. SPECIAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE 
μ SECOND PERIOD. 


FIRST CLASS. 


THE CONTEST BETWEEN ORTHODOXY AND HERESY. 
(POLEMICAL PART.) 


FIRST DIVISION. 


DOCTRINES RESPECTING THEOLOGY AND CHRISTOLOGY... 


a. THEOLOGY PROPER. 


g 87. 
THE RELATION OF THE FATHER TO THE SON. 
Lactantius. Dionysius of Alexandria, and the followers of Origen. 


Tur term Logos, respecting which the earlier Fathers | 
so little agreed that some understood by it the Word, 
others the Wasdom, (reason, spirit), was so indefinite 
that even Lactantius, who lived towards the commence- 
ment of the present period, made no distinction between 
the λόγος and the tua.) Hence it happened that from 
the time of Origen it fell increasingly into disuse, and in 
its place the other term: Son, which, at all events, is 
more frequently employed in the New Test. in reference 
to the human nature of the historical Christ, was applied 
to the second person of the Godhead (previous to his in- 
carnation.) ‘The disciples of Origen, in accordance with 
the sentiments of their master, understood by this second 
person a distinct hypostasis subordinate to the Father. 
Such is the view of Dionysius of Alexandria ; but he 
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endeavoured to clear himself from the charges brought 
forward against him by Dionysius of Rome, by putting 
forth his notions in a less offensive form.@) The doc- 
trine of Origen now met with a most remarkable fate. 
It consisted, as we have already seen, of two elements, 
viz. the hypostasis of the Son, and his subordination to 
the Father. The former was maintained in opposition 
to Sabellianism, and received as orthodox doctrine; the 
latter, on the contrary, was rejected, and, inasmuch as it 
was held by the Arians, condemned by the catholic 
church. Thus Origenism gained the victory on the one 
hand, but was defeated on the other. But by this very 
circumstance it is proved to be a necessary link in the 
chain, a necessary member of a series of systems which 
are connected by its means. 


(1) The theology of Lactantius must be considered as an iso- 
lated phenomenon in the present period, and has always been 
regarded as heterodox. Lactantius, after having opposed the 
gross and sensuous interpretation of the birth of Christ: ex con- 
nubio ac permistione feminze alicujus, Instit. div. iv. c. 8, returns 
to the meaning which the term Word (sermo) has in common 
life: Sermo est spiritus cum voce aliquid significante prolatus. 
The Son is distinguished from the angels, in that he is not only 
spiritus (breath, wind), but also the (spiritual) Word. The 
angels proceed from God only as taciti spiritus, as the breath 
comes out of the nose of man, while the Son is the breath which 
comes out of God’s mouth, and forms articulate sounds; hence 
he identifies Sermo with the Verbum Dei, quia Deus procedentem 
de ore suo vocalem spiritum, quem non utero, sed mente con- 
ceperat, inexcogitabili quadam majestatis su. virtute ac poten- 
tia, in effigiem, qu proprio sensu ac sapientia vigeat, compre- 
hendit. There is however a distinction between the word (Son) 
of God, and our words. Our words being mixed with the at- 
mosphere, soon perish ; yet even we may perpetuate them by com- 
mitting them to writing—quanto magis Dei vocem credendum 
est et manere in eternum et sensu ac virtute comitari, quam de 
Deo Patre tamquam rivus de fonte traduxerit. Lactantius is so 
far from holding the doctrine of the Trinity, that he finds it 
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necessary to defend himself against the charge of believing not 
so much in three, as in two Gods. To justify his belief in the 
existence of two natures in the One God, he makes use of the 
same expressions, which orthodox writers employed in later 
times for the purpose of defending the doctrine of the Trinity : 
Cum dicimus Deum Patrem et Deum Filium, non diversum dici- 
mus, nec utrumque secernimus: quod nec Pater a Filio potest, 
nec Filius Patre secerni, siquidem nec Pater sine Filo potest 
nuncupari, nec Filius potest sine Patre generari. Cum igitur 
et Pater Filium faciat et Filius Patrem, una utrique mens, unus 
spiritus, una substantia est. He then comes back to the illus- 
trations used before him, e.,g. those drawn from the river and 
its source, the sun and its beams; he even surpasses his prede- 
cessors in comparing the Son of God with an earthly son, who, 
residing in the house of his father, has all things in common 
with him, so that the house may be named after the son, as well 
as after the father, (the Arians reasoned very much in the same 
way.) δ 

@) This is obvious especially in the opposition which Dionysius 
offered to Sabellianism. Of his work addressed to the bishop 
of Rome and entitled : [ἔλεγχος καὶ ᾿Απολογία Lib. iv. fragments 
are preserved in the writings of Athanasius (73g/ Διονυσίου τοῦ ᾽᾿Επ. 
‘Ad. ber) Opp. i. p. 243. and Basil; they were collected by 
Constant in his Epistt. Rom. Pontt. in Galland. Τὶ iv. p. 495. 
Gieseler, i. § 64. Neander, i. 3. p. 1037. Mimscher von Coélln, 
p. 197—200. Schleiermacher (see the next 8.) p. 402 flwg. 
According to Athanasius, p. 246, Dionysius was charged with 
having compared in a letter to Euphranor and Ammonius the 
relation subsisting between the Father and the Son to that in 
which the husbandman stands to the vine, the shipbuilder to 
the ship, etc. The Arians even asserted, (see Athanasius, p- 
253), that he taught like themselves: οὐκ ἀεὶ ἦν 6 Θεὸς πατὴρ, οὐκ 
ἀεὶ ἦν ὁ vids? ἀλλ᾽ δ' μὲν ϑεὸς ἦν χωρὶς τοῦ λόγου" αὐτὸς δὲ ὁ υἱὸς εὐκ ἦν πρὶν 
γεννη 3 ἀλλ᾽ ἦν wore ὅτε οὐκ ἦν, οὐ γὰρ ἀΐδιός ἐστιν, AAA ὕστερον ἐπιγέγονεν. 
Comp. however the expressions quoted by Athanasius, p. 254, 
which go to prove the contrary. But the bishop of Rome in- 
sisted that Dionysius should adopt the phrase ὁμοουσία (Homousy), 
to which the latter at last consented, though he did not think 
that 1t was founded cither upon the language of Scripture, or 
' upon the terminology till then current inthe church. Orthodox 
theologians of later times, (6. g. Athanasius) endeavouring to do 
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more justice to Dionysius of Alexandria, maintained that he had 
used the aforesaid offensive illustrations only κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν, and 
that they might be easily explained from the stand he took 
against Sabellianism. Athanasius, p. 246 ss; see on the other 
side Léfler, Kleine Schriften, vol. 1. p. 114 flwg. (quoted by 
Heinichen on Euseb. vol. i. p. 306.) On similar assertions made 
by later Origenists, such as Theognostus (in the second book of 
his Hypotyposes, see Phot. bibl. cod. 106), Gregory Thauma- 
éurgus (in opposition to Paul of Samosata), and Prerius, see 
Miinscher ed. by von Colln, 1. c. p. 195. Gieseler, 1. ὃ 64. 


8. 88. 
THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 


Lhe Theories of Sabellius, and Paul of Samosata. 


Ch, Wormii historia Sabelliana. Francof. et Lips. 1696, 8. *Schleier- 
macher, iiber den Gegensatz zwischen der sabellianischen und athanasi- 
anischen Vorstellung von der Trinitat (Berlin. theol. Zeitschr. 1822. 
Part 3.) Zange, der Sabellianismus in seiner urspriinglichen Bedeutung 
{illgens Zeitschr. fiir historische Theol. iii. 2.3.)—Feuerlin, J. G., de 
heresi Pauli Samos. 1741. 4. Harlich, J. G'., de erroribus Pauli Samos. 

- Lips, 1745. 4. 


Sabelhus, a presbyter of Ptolemais, who lived about 
the middle of the third century, adopted more or less the 
notions of the earlier Monarchians, such as Praxeas, 
Noétus, and Beryllus, and maintained, in opposition to 
the doctrine propounded by Origen and his followers, 
that the appellations Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, were 
only so many different manifestations and names of one 
and the same Divine being. He thus converted the real 
distinction of persons (the Trinity of essence) into a dis- 
tinction of mere modes (the Trinity of manifestations. ) 
Tn illustration of his views, he made use not only of va- 
rious images which his opponents sometimes misinter- 
preted, but also of such expressions as were afterwards 
transferred to the terminology of the orthodox church.) 
By this means he avoided indeed on the one hand the 
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subordination of the Son to the Father, and acknow- 
ledged the manifestation of the Deity in Christ as such ; 
but, on the other, he destroyed the personality of the 
Son, and thus gave the appearance of Pantheism to this 
direct manifestation of God in Christ. For the denial 
of the incarnation of Christ (as distinct from God the 
Father) necessarily implied that of the existence of the 
Son as such. Concerning the doctrines of Paul of Sa- 
mosata, it 1s of more importance to the history of heresies, 
than to that of doctrines, to know how far they agreed 
with the notions of Sabellius, or how nearly they ap- 
proached the earlier opinions of Artemon and Theodo- 
tus. If the latter, it would follow that his system (with 
regard to the nature of Christ) was rather deistic, than 
pantheistic.—The opinions of Sabellius undoubtedly ex- 
erted a much greater influence upon the developement of 
doctrines during the present period, than those of Paul 
of Samosata; the notions of the latter are but too 
intimately connected with his repulsive personal cha~ 
racter.(?-) 


() Kus. vi. 6. Epiph. Her. 62. Athan. contra Arian. iv. 2. 
and other passages. Basil. Ep. 210. 214. 235. Theodoret fab. 
her. 11. 9. According to Epiphanius Sabellius taught that there 
Were : ἐν μιᾷ ὑποστάσει τρεῖς ἐνέργειαι (ὀνομασίαι, ὀνόματα), and illustrat- 
ed this by adducing the human trias of body, soul, and spirit, 
and the three qualities of the sun, viz. the enlightening (φωτιστικὸν), 
the warming (τὸ ϑώλπον), and the periphery (τὸ περιφερείας σχῆμα.) 
But it is difficult to determine, how far he applies the one or 
the other of these characteristics to the persons of the Trinity, 
and carries out the analogy in all its particulars. According to 
Athanasius iv. 25. he also referred to the variety of gifts coming 
from the one Spirit, as illustrative of the Trinity. He explained 
the thing itself from the Divine economy; God is called Father 
as the creator of the world and as legislator; he is called Son 
in relation to the work of redemption, and Holy Spirit as the 
_sanctifier of man; hence he regarded these three different 
modes of the Divine manifestation (according to Athanasius iv, 
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13.) as a tAardveoda,, or ἐκτείνεσθαι of it. He made amore definite 
distinction than later orthodox theologians, (the Nicenians and 
followers of Athanasius), between these three modes of mani- 
festations and the αὐτόϑεος, whom he called vordrwe (according 
to Athan. de Synodis 16.) On this point, as well as on the 
sense in which he used the terms πρόσωπον and ὁμοούσιος, 566 
Schleiermacher, 1. 6. Baumgarten-Crusius, 1. 1. 200 flwg. 
Neander Kirchengesch. i. 3. p. 1019 flwg. [translat. ii. p. 276 
flwg.] Mohler, Athanasius der Grosse, vol. 1, p. 184 flwg. 

©) Paul, a native of Syria, bishop of Antioch from the year260, 
was charged with heresy at several synods, and at last removed 
from his office (269—272.) Of his dispute with the presbyter 
Malchion a fragment is preserved by Mansi, vol. i. p. 1001 flwg. 
Comp. the different accounts given by Epiph. 65. 1. and Euseb. 
vu. 27. The writers on the history of doctrines vary in their 
opinions respecting the relation in which he stands to either 
Sabellianism, or to the Unitarianism of the Artemonites. (See 
Euseb. v. 28. ab init.) comp. Schleiermacher, p. 389. 99. Baum- 
garten-Crusius, 1. p. 204. Augusti p. 59. Meier Dogmengesch. 
p. 74. 75. Dorner, p. 40. supposes the difference between Sa- 
bellius and Paul of Samosata to have consisted in this, that the 
former thought that the whole substance of the Divine being, 
the latter that only one single divine power, had manifested it- 
self in Christ. Zrechsel (Geschichte des ‘Antitrinitarismus, vol. 
i. p. 81.) adopts the same view. At all events, we can hardly 
expect any serious and persevering attempts at a doctrinal sys- 
tem from a man whose vanity is unquestionable. Though the 
charge that he countenanced Jewish errors, in order to obtain 
favour with the Queen Zenobia, is unfounded (Neander i. 3. p. 
1009.) [translat. 11. p. 270,1 yet it is quite probable that the vain 
show he made of his principles as a free thinker was in full ac- 
cordance with his ostentatious character. In later times the 
terms Sabellianism and Samosatanism were frequently con- 
founded. But more generally, those who denied all distinction 
between the persons of the Trinity, were called Πατριπασσιανοὶ 
in the West, and Σαβελλιανοί in the Hast. Comp. Athanasius de 


Synod. 25. 7. 
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THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 
Arianism. 


The system of Arius, a presbyter of Alexandria, forms 
a striking contrast with that of Sabellius. Arius, in en- 
deavyouring to define the distinction between the persons of 
the Trinity, carried the idea of a subordination of the one 
to the other, and, in the first place, of the Son to the Fa- 
ther, so far as to represent the former as a creation of 
the latter.¢-) This opinion, which he sought to promul- 
gate at Alexandria, met with the most decided opposition 
on the part of Alexander, bishop of that town.@) ‘This 
contest, which was at first merely a private dispute, gave 
rise to a controversy, which exerted greater influence upon 
the history of doctrines than all former controversies, and 
was the signal for an almost endless succession of subse- 
quent conflicts. 


(ἃ) Sources: Ari Epist. ad Euseb. Nicomed. in Epiph. Heer. 
69. § 6. Theodoret hist. eccles. i. 4. Epist. ad Alex. in Athan. de 
synodis Arian. et Seleuc. c. 16. and Ep. her. 69.§ 7. Of the 
work of Arius entitlod Θαλεία, only some fragments are pre- 
served by Athanasius.—According to his Epist. ad Euseb. his 
opinion WAS: O71 6 υἱὸς οὔκ ἐστιν ἀγέννητος, οὐδὲ μέρος ἀγεννήτου κατ᾽ οὐδένα 
τρόπον, ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε ἐξ ὑποκειμένου τινὸς, ἀλλ᾽ Ors ϑελήματι καὶ βουλῇ ὑπέστη πρὸ 
χρόνων καὶ πρὸ αἰώνων, πλήρης ϑεὸς, μονογενής" ἀναλλοίωτος, καὶ πρὶν γεννηῆ 
ἤτοι κτισθῇ ἤτοι ὁρισθῇ ἢ ϑεμελιωδῇ, οὐκ Hv ἀγεννητὸς γὰρ οὖκ ἦν. His 
views are fully settled on the last (negative) point, while he en- 
deavours in the preceding part of the quotation to discover an 
expression which would give complete satisfaction. ‘ We are 
persecuted,” he continues, ‘ because we say that the Son hath 
a beginning, while we teach that God is ἄναρχος, We say ὅτι ἐξ 
οὐκ ὄντων ἐστὶν, because he is no part of God, nor is he created of 
any thing already in existence (he rejects accordingly the theory 
of emanation, as well as the notion that Christ is made of sub- 
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ject matter.”) Comp. the letter to Alex. 1. c. where he defends 
his own doctrine against the notion of Valentinus concerning a 
“ροβολὴ, against that of the Manichzeans concerning a μέρος, and 
lastly, against the opinions of Sabellius ; he there uses almost the 
same phraseology which occurs in the letter to Kusebius. The 
same views are expressed in still stronger language in the frag- 
ments of the aforesaid work Thalia (in Athan. contra Arian. 
Orat. i. § 9.) 3 οὐκ del ὁ Sebg πατὴρ ἤν, ἀλλ᾽ ὕστερον γέγονεν" οὖκ ἀεὶ ἣν ὁ 
υἱὸς, οὐ γὰρ ἣν πρὶν γεννη οὔκ ἐστιν ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων ὑπέστη 
καὶ αὐτός" οὔκ ἔστιν ἴδιος τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ πατρὸς. κτίσμο, γάρ ἐστι καὶ ποίημα" 
καὶ οὔκ ἐστιν ἀληϑινὸς Sebo 6 Χριστὸς, ἀλλὰ μετοχῇ καὶ αὐτὸς ἔδεοποιήδη. οὐκ 
οἶδε τὸν πατέρα ἀκριβῶς ὁ υἱὸς, οὔτε ὁρᾷ ὁ λόγος τὸν πατέρα τελείως" καὶ οὔτε 
ouch, οὔτε γινώσκει ἀκριβῶς ὁ λόγος τὸν πατέρω" οὔκ ἐστιν ὁ ἀληλινὸς καὶ μόνος 
αὐτὸς τοῦ πατρὺς λόγος, ἀλλ᾽ ὀνόματι μόνον λέγεται λόγος καὶ σοϊία, καὶ χά- 
girs λέγεται υἱὸς καὶ δύναμις" οὔκ ἐστιν ἄτρεπτος ὡς ὁ πατὴρ, HAAG τρεπτός ἐστι 
φύσει, ὡς τὰ κτίσματα, καὶ λείπει αὐτῷ εἰς κατάληψιν τοῦ γνῶναι τελείως τὸν 
πατέρα. contra Arian. 1. § Bis εἶτα ϑελήσας ἡμᾶς (ὁ ϑεὸς) δημιουργῆσαι, 
τότε δὲ πεποίηκεν ἕνω τινὰ καὶ ὠνόμωσεν αὐτὸν λόγον καὶ Σοφίων καὶ υἱὸν, ἵνα 
ἡμᾶς of αὐτοῦ δημιουργήσῃ.- --ἨΠ6 proves this from the figurative ex- 
pression Joel 11. 25. (the Septuagint reads, ‘“ the great power of 
God” instead of “ locusts.”) Comp. Neander, Kirchengeschichte 
il, 2. p. 767 flwg. 

®) Concerning the opinion of Alexander, see his letter to Alex- 
ander, bishop of Constantinople, in Theodoret hist. eccles, i. 4. 
and the circular letter ad Catholicos in Socrat.i. 6. Munscher 
edit. by von Colln p. 203—206. He founds his arguments 
chiefly on the prologue to the Gospel of John, and shows μεταξὺ 
πατρὸς καὶ υἱοῦ οὐδὲν εἶναι διάστημα, ΑἸ] time and all spaces of time 


are created by the Father through the Son, ete. 
§ 90. 


THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 


The Doctrine of the Council of Nice. 


Miunscher, Untersuchung iiber den Sinn der nicaischen Glaubensformel, in 
Henkes neuem Magazin, vi. p. 334. ss. Walch, Bibl. symb. vet. Lemg. 


1779. 8. p. 75. 88: 


The Emperor Constantine the Great and the two 
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bishops of the name Eusebius (viz. of Ceesarea and of 
Nicomedia) having in vain endeavoured to bring about 
a reconciliation between the contending parties,@) the 
first general (cecumenical) council was held at Nice (A. Ὁ. 
325.), principally through the intervention of the bishop 
Hosius of Corduba. After several other formule ap- 
parently favourable to Arianism(2.) had been rejected, a 
confession of faith was adopted, in which it was establish- 
ed as the inviolable doctrine of the catholic church, that 
the Son is of the same essence Cézootog) with the Father, 
but sustains to him the relation in which that which is 
begotten, stands to that which begets.@-) 


() Comp. Epist. Constantini ad Alexandrum et Arium Eus. 
Vita Const. ii. 64—72. and on the attempts of the two bishops 
to bring about a reconciliation, see Neander I. ὁ. p. 783 flwg. 

(3) One of these is the confession of faith which Eusebius of 
Cesarea proposed, Theodor. hist. eccles. 1. 11. comp. Neander 
l.c. p. 797 flwg. It contained the expression : 6 τοῦ ϑεοῦ λόγος, 
Jedg ἐκ ϑεοῦ, φῶς ἐκ φωτὸς, ζωὴ ἐκ ζωῆς, πρωτότοκος πάσης κτίσεως, πρὸ πάν- 
τῶν τῶν αἰώνων, ἐκ τοῦ πατρὺς γεγεννημένος, According to Athan, de 
decret. Syn. Nic. 20. they would at first only decide that the 
Son of God is εἰκὼν τοῦ πατρὸς, δμοιός τε χαὶ ἀπαράλλακτος κατὰ πάντα 
τῷ πατρὶ καὶ ἄτρεπτος καὶ ἀεὶ, καὶ ἐν αὐτῷ εἶναι ἀδιαιρέτως. 

G.) Τιστεύομεν εἰς ἕνα Θεὸν, πατέρα παντοχράτορα, πάντων ὁρωτῶν τε καὶ 
ἀοράτων ποιητήν" καὶ εἰς eva κύριον ᾿Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ, γεννηϑέντα 
ἐκ τοῦ πατρὺς μονογενῆ, τουτέστιν EX τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ πατρὸς, Θεὸν ἐχ Θεοῦ, φῶς 
ἐκ φωτὸς, Θεὸν ἀλησινὸν ἐκ Θεοῦ ἀληϑ νοῦ, γεννηϑέντα οὐ ποιηϑέντα, ὁμοούσιον 
τῷ tarel, OF οὗ τὰ πάντα ἐγένετο, τά τε ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ τὼ ἐν τῇ γῇ» τὸν 
δ’ ἡμᾶς τοὺς ἀν)ρώπους καὶ διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν narerAdovra καὶ σαρ- 
χκωϑέντω καὶ ἐναν)ρωπήσαντα, TASTE καὶ ἀναστάντω τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρῳ" ἀνελ.- 
δόντα εἰς τοὺς οὐρανοὺς, ἐρχόμενον κρῖνωι ϑῶντας καὶ νεκροὺς. Keil εἷς τὸ ἅγιον 
πνεῦμα. Τοὺς δὲ λέγοντας ὅτι ἦν ποτε ὅτε οὐκ ἦν, καὶ πρὶν γεννηθῆναι οὖκ ἦν, 
καὶ Ore ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων ἐγένετο, καὶ ἐξ ἑτέρας ὑποστάσεως ἢ οὐσίας φάσκοντας εἶναι, 
τρεπτὸν ἢ ἀλλοιωτὸν τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἀναϑεματίζει ἡ ayia καδολικὴ καὶ 
ἀποστολικὴ ἐκκλησία, Athan. epist.de decret. Syn. Nic.—Eus. Cees. 
ep. ad Ceesariens.—Socrat. i. 8. Theodoret ἢ. e.i.11. Miinscher 
yon Colln, p. 207—9. 


Respecting the definitions of the phrases ἐξ οὐσίας and ὁμοούσιος 
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tod 


comp. Athanasius, 1. 6. We find that even at that time a dis- 
tinction was made between sameness and similarity. The Son 
is equal to the Father in a different sense from that in which 
we become like God by rendering obedience to his laws. This 
resemblance moreover is not external, accidental, like that 
between metal and gold, tin and silver, ete. 


9.91. 


THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 


Further Fluctuations until the Synod of Constantinople. 


But the phrase ὁμοούσιος did not meet with general ap- 
probation.¢.) In this unsettled state of sips the party 
of the Eusebians,@:) who had for some time previous en- 
joyed the favour of the court, succeeded in gaining its as- 
sent to a doctrine in which the use of the term ὁμοούσιος 
was studiously avoided, though it did not strictly inculcate 
the principles of Arianism. Thus Athanasius, who firm- 
ly adhered to this watchword of the Nicene party, found 
himself compelled to seek refuge in the West. Several 
synods were summoned for the purpose of settling this 
long protracted question, a number of formule were 
drawn up and rejected,@) till at last the Nicene doctrine, 
which was equally that of Athanasius, was solemnly con- 
firmed by the decisions of the second cecumenical synod 
of Constantinople (a. p. 381.)(4) 


(1) Several Asiatic bishops took offence at the term in ques- 
tion. Socrat.1,8.6. Munscher von Colln, p. 210. Respecting 
the further particulars of the external events, see the works on 
ecclesiastical history. Leapine Hisrorican Facts: I. The 
banishment of Arius and the bishops Theonas and Secundus. 
The fate of Eusebius of Nicomedia and Theognis of Nice. 1. 
Arius is recalled a. p. 330, after having signed the following 
confession of faith : εἰς Κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστὸν, τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ Jeod, τὸν ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ πρὸ πάντων τῶν αἰώνων γεγεννημένον, “γεὸν λόγον, OF οὗ τὰ πάντα ἐγένετο 
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z..a. (Socr. i, 26.) Synods of Tyre and Jerusalem, (a. p. 
335.) III. Banishment of Athanasius into Gaul. The sudden 
death of Arius at Constantinople (a. ἢ. 336.) prior to his solemn 
readmission into the church. Different opinions concerning this 
event. IV. Death of the Emperor Constantine the Great at 
Nicomedia (a. Ὁ. 337.) (Socr. i. 2740.) A remarkable change 
had taken place in the views of Constantine towards the close 
of his life. The Arians were greatly supported by his son Con- 
stantius, who ascended the throne a. ἡ. 337. 

(2) Concerning this name see Gieseler i. δ. 82. 

8.) 1, The four confessions of faith drawn up by the Eusebians 
and presented at the council of Antioch (a. Ὁ. 341), nm Athan. de | 
syn. c. 22—25. Walch, p. 109. (see Munscher edit. by von 
Colln, p. 211 flwg. Gieseler 1. ὃ 82. note 4.); in all of these the 
word ὁμοούσιος 18 wanting, but in all other points they were not 
favourable to Arianism. IL. Formula μακχρόστιχος issued by the 
Eusebians at the second council of Antioch (a. p. 443), in which 
Arianism was condemned, Tritheism rejected, the doctrine of 
Athanasius found fault with, and in opposition to it the subordi- 
nation of the Son to the I‘ather was maintained. III. The 
synod of Sardica, (a. p. 347, or, according to others, a. p. 344)* 
Socrat. ii. 20. ; but the western church alone remained at Sar- 
dica, the eastern held its assemblies in the neighbouring town 
of Philippopolis. The Formula Philippopolitana, preserved by 
Hilary (de Synodis contra Arianos, § 34.) is partly a repetition 
of the formula μαχρόστιχος, IV. The confession of faith adopted 
at the first council of Sirmium (a. p. 351. in Athanas. § 27. in 
Hilary ὃ 37. and in Socrat. 1. 29. 30.), was directed against 
Photinus ; see below § 92. V.The formula of the second council 
of Sirmium (a. Ὁ. 857.—in Hilary ὃ 11. Athanas. § 28. Socrat. ii. 
30.) was directed both against the use of the term ὁμοούσιος, and 
against speculative tendencies in general: Scire autem manifes- 
tum est solum Patrem quomodo genuerit filium suum, et filium 
quomodo genitus sit a patre, (comp. above Ireneus ὃ 42. 9.); 
but it also asserts the subordination of the Son to the Father 
in the strict Arian manner: Nulla ambiguitas est, majorem esse 


4 Respecting the chronology see Wetzer, H. J., restitutio veree Chrono- 
logize rerum ex controversiis Avianis inde ab anno 325 usque ad annum 350 
exortarum contra chronologiam hodie receptam exhibita. Francof, 1827. 
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Patrem. Nulli potest dubium esse, Patrem honore, dignitate, 
claritate, majestate et ipso nomine Patris majorem esse filio, ipso 
testante : qui me misit major me est (John xiv. 28.) Et hoc ca- 
tholicum esse nemo ignorat, duas Personas esse Patris et Filii, 
majorem Patrem, Filium subjectum cum omnibus his, que ipsi 
Pater subjecit. VI. These strict Arian views were rejected by 
the Semiarians at the synod of Ancyra in Galatia (a. p. 358.) 
under Basil, bishop of Ancyra; the decrees of this synod are 
given in Epiph. her. 73. ὃ 2—11. (Munscher von Colln and 
Gieseler 1. § 83.) VII. The confession of faith adopted at the 
third synod of Sirmium (A. p. 358.) in which that agreed upon 
at the second synod (the Arian) is condemned, and the Semiarian 
confession of the synod of Ancyra is confirmed. Comp. Athan. 
ὃ ὃ, Socrat. 1. 37. VIII. Council of the western church at 
Ariminum (Rimini), and of the eastern at Seleucia (a. p. 359.) 

4.) SymBotum Nic#NO-CONSTANTINOPOLITANUM : Πιστεύομεν εἰς 
eva εὸν, πατέρα παντοκράτορα, ποιητὴν OvVEaYOD καὶ γῆς, ὁρατῶν τέ 
πάντων καὶ ἀοράτων" καὶ εἰς eve κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστὸν, τὸν υἱὸν rod Θεοῦ τὸν 
μονογενῆ, τὸν ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς γεννηϑέντα πρὸ πάντων τῶν αἰώνων, φῶς ἐκ 
φωτὺς, “εὸν ὐἀληνινὸν ἐκ Θεοῦ οληδινοῦ, γεννηθέντα οὐ ποιηϑέντα, ὁμοούσιον τῷ 
πατρὶ, OF οὗ τὰ πάντα ἐγένετο. Τὸν δ ἡμᾶς τοὺς ἀνλρώπους καὶ διὰ τὴν 
ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν κατελϑόντα ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν, καὶ σαρκωλέντα ἐκ πνεύ- 
ματος ἁγίου καὶ Μαρίας τῆς παρϑένου, καὶ ἐναν)ρωπήσαντο" OF CL UL bim 
ϑέντα δὲ ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἐπὶ Ποντίου Πλάστου, καὶ παϑόντα καὶ ταφέντα 
καὶ ἀναστάντα ἐν τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρῳ κατὰ τὰς γραφά ς" καὶ ἀνελϑόντα εἰς 
τοὺς οὐρανούς καὶ καϑεζόμενον ἐκ δεξιῶν τοῦ πατρὸς, καὶ πάλιν 
ἐρχόμενον μετὰ δόξης κρῖναι ζῶντας καὶ νεχρούς" οὗ τῆς βασιλείας οὐκ 
ἔσται τέλος. Καὶ εἰς τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, etc. (Concerning the na- 
ture of the Holy Spirit, see below § 93. note 7.) 

Munscher edit. by v. Colln compares this symbol with the 
Nicene Creed, p. 240. Comp. J. C. Suicer, Symbolum Niczeno- 
Constantinopolitan. expositum et ex antiquitate ecclesiastica 1]- 
lustratum. Traj. ad Rhen, 1718. 4. 
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8. 92, 


AN INQUIRY INTO THE NATURE OF THE CAUSES WHICH 
GAVE RISE TO THE AFORESAID FLUCTUATIONS. 


Arianism and Semiarianism on the one hand, and return 
to Sabellianism on the other (Marcellus and Photinus.) 


Klose, C. R. W,, Geschichte und Lehre des Eunomius, Kiel 1833. By 
the same: Geschichte und Lehre des Marcellus und Photinus, Hamburg 
1837. 


From the very nature of the controversy in question 
it followed, that the difficult task of steering clear 
both of Sabellianism and Arianism, devolved on those 
who were anxious to preserve orthodoxy in all its purity. 
In maintaining the sameness of essence they had to hold 
fast the distinction of persons; in asserting the latter 
they had to avoid the doctrine of subordination." ‘The 
Semimiarians,?@) and together with them Cyrill of Je- 
rusalem,?-) and Eusebius of Cesarea) endeavoured to ab- 
stain from the use of the term ὁμοούσιος, lest they should fall 
into the Sabellian error; nevertheless the former asserted 
in opposition to the strict Arians (the followers of Aétius, 
and the Eunomians),©) that the Son was of similar es- 
sence with the Father (ὁμοιούσιος.) But Marcellus, bishop 
of Ancyra, and still more his disciple Photinus, bishop of 
Sirmium, carried their opposition to Arianism so far as 
to adopt in substance the principles of Sabellianism. 
They modified it however to some extent by drawing a 
distinct line between the terms Logos and Son of God, 
and thus guarded it against the very semblance of Patri- 
passianism.(¢) 


(\) Chrysostom represcnts the necessity, as well as the diffi- 
culty of avoiding both these dangers, de sacerdotio iv. 4. sub 
finem: ἄν τε γὰρ μίαν τις εἴπῃ Sedrgror, πρὸς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ παροινίαν εὐϑέως 
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εἰλχυσε τὴν φωνὴν ὁ Σαβέλλιος" ἄν τε διέλη πάλιν, ἕτερον μὲν τὸν Πατέρα, ἕτερον 
δὲ τὸν Υἱὸν καὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα δὲ τὸ ἅγιον ἕτερον εἶναι λέγων, ἐφέστηκεν ἤΑρειος, εἰς 
παραλλαγὴν οὐσίας ἕλκων τὴν ἐν τοῖς προσώποις διαφοράν. Δεῖ δὲ καὶ τὴν ἀσεβῆ 
σύγχυσιν ἐκείνου κωὶ τὴν μανιώδη τούτου διαίρεσιν ὠποστρέφεσλαι καὶ φεύγειν, 
σὴν μὲν Θεότητα Πατρὸς καὶ Yiod καὶ ἁγίου πνεύματος μίαν ὁμολογοῦντας, 
προστιϑέντας δὲ τὰς τρεῖς ὑποστάσεις. οὕτω γὰρ ἀποτειχίσαι δυνησόμεψδα τὰς 
ἀμφοτέρων ἐφόδους. 

@) "The leaders of the Semiarians (ὁμοιουσιάσται, ἡμιορειοι) were 
Basil, bishop of Ancyra, and Georgius, bishop of Laodicea. 
Comp. the confession of faith adopted by the synod of Ancyra, 
(a. D. 858), in Athanas. de Syn. ὃ 41. Munscher ed. by von 
Colln. p. 222. | 

@) Cyrill Cat. xvi. 24. He rejects, generally speaking, specu- 
lations that are carried too far, and thinks it sufficient to believe: 
᾿ εἷς Jedg ὁ ἸΙΠατὴρ' εἷς κύριος, ὁ μονογενὴς αὐτοῦ υἱός" ev TO πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, ὁ 
παράκλητος. We ought not to go beyond Scripture, nor turn 
either to the right or to the left, but keep in the via regia, 
wre διὰ τὸ νομίζειν τιμᾶν τὸν υἱὸν, πατέρω αὐτὸν ἀναγορεύσωμεν, μήτε διὰ τὸ 
σιμᾶν τὸν πατέρα νομίζειν, ἕν τι δημιουργημάτων σὸν υἱὸν ὑποπτείσωμεν, xi, 17. 
Instead of ὁμοούσιος he would prefer ὅμοιος κατὰ πάντα, iv. 7. but 
comp. the various readings in the work of Touttée, p. 54. and 
Miunscher ed. by von Colln. p. 226. Socrat. iv. 25. He also 
maintains, that it is necessary to hold the right medium between 
Sabellianism and Arianism, iv. 8: Καὶ μήτε ὠπαλλοτριώσῃς τοῦ 
πατρὸς τὸν υἱὸν, μήτε συναλοιφὴν ἐργασάμενος υἱοπατορίαν πιστεύσῃς x. τ΄ A. 
Comp. xvi. 4. : 

(4) Kus. ἢ. 6, 1. 2. calls the Son τὸν τῆς μεγάλης βουλῆς ἄγγελον, 
τὸν τῆς οῤῥήτου γνώμης τοῦ πατρὸς ὑπουργὸν, τὸν δεύτερον μετὰ τὺν πατέρα 
οὔτιον, etc. In Panegyricus x. 1. he also calls him τῶν ἀγαϑῶν δεύ- 
τερον αἴτιον, an expression which greatly offended the orthodox 
writers ;* and at another place he gives him the name airé3zos 
x. 4. On the formation of compound words by means of the 
pronoun αὐτὸ, of which Eusebius makes frequent use, comp. the de- 
monstr. evang. iv. 2. 13. and Heinichen, 1. ¢. Ὁ. 223. In the same 
work y. 1. p. 215. the subordination of the Son to the Father is 
mentioned, though he calls him iv. 3. p. 149. υἱὸν γεννητὸν πρὸ χρόνων 


4 Comp. the note of the scholiast in the Cod. Med. (in the work of Vales 
and Heinichen iii. De 219): κακῶς κἀνταῦθα εολογεῖς, Εὐσέβιε, περὶ ποῦ συνανώρχιου 
καὶ συναϊ δίου καὶ συμποιητοῦ τῶν ὅλων υἱοῦ χοῦ SoU, δεύτερον αὐτὸν ἀποκαλῶν αἴτιον THY 
ἀγαθῶν, συναίΐφιον ὄντα καὶ συνδημιουργὸν τῷ πατρὶ τῶν ὅλων, καὶ ὁμοούσιον, and the more 


recent note in the Cod. Mazarin. ibidem. 
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αἰωνίων ὄντα καὶ προύντα καὶ τῷ πατρὶ ὡς υἱὸν διαπαντὸς συνόντα ON the 

other hand he speaks of him as ἐκ τῆς τοῦ πατρὸς ἀνεκφράστου καὶ 
ἀπερινοήτου βουλῆς τε καὶ δυνάμεως οὐσιούμενον. Kor further particulars 
see Munscher ed. by von Colln, p. 227—29. and Handbuch, iii. 
p. 427 flwg. Martini, Fus. Ces., de divinitate Christi sententia, 
Rost. 1795. 4. and +Aitter, Hus. Ces. de divinitate Christi pla- 
cita, Bonn. 1828. 4. 

(5 Concerning the strict Arians: Aétius of Antioch, Luno- 
mius, bishop of Cynicum, and Acacius, bishop of Czesarea in 
Palestine, comp. Philostorg. ii, iv. Epiph. her. 76.10. Respect- 
ing the life, writings, and opinions of EHunomius, see Klose, 1. 6. 
Neander Kirchengeschichte, 11. 2. p. 852 flwg. 

“) The opinions of Marcellus (who died about the year 374,) 
may be known partly from the fragments of his treatise against 
Asterius (de subjectione Domini, edited by Rettberg, under the 
title : Marcelliana, Gott. 1794. 8.), partly from the writings of 
his opponents, Euseb (xara Μαρκέλλου Lib. 11. and περὶ τῆς ἐχκλη- 
σιαστικῆς “σεολογίας) and Cyrill of Jerusalem (Cat. xv. 27. 33.), 
partly from his own letter to Julius, bishop of Rome (Epiph. 
her. 72.2.) The earlier writers are divided in their opinions 
concerning the orthodoxy of Marcellus; the language of Atha- 
nasius is very mild and cautious (διῶ τοῦ προσώπου μειδιάσας, Hpiph. 
heer. 72. 4.); though he does not directly approve of his senti- 
ments. Basil the Great on the other hand (according to Ep. 
69. 2. and 263. 5.) and most of the eastern bishops insisted upon 
his condemnation; most of the later writers consider him a 
heretic. Comp. Montfaucon, Diatribe de causa Marcelli Ancy- 
rani (in collect. nova Patr. Par. 1707. T. ii. pag. li.) Klose, p. 
21—25. Gieseler, 1. ὃ 82. note 10. Marcellus had formerly de- 
fended the term ὁμοούσιος at the council of Nice. When he in 
the course of the controversy, and of his opposition to the Arian 
sophist Asterius, seemed to lean more towards Sabellianism, he 
might do so without his own knowledge. Comp. Baumgarten- 
Crusius, i. p. 227—78. Concerning the doctrine itself, Marcel- 
lus returned to the old distinction made between λόγος ἐνδιώϑετος 
and φροφορικὸς ; he imagined on the one hand that the λόγος was 
ἡσυχάζων in God, and on the other that it was an ἐνέργεια δραστική 
proceeding from him. Inasmuch as he maintains the reality of 
the Logos (whom he does not consider to be a mere name), in 
opposition to the Sabellians, and rejects the idea of a generation 
adopted by the council of Nice, (because it infringes the Divi- 
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nity of the Logos,) he occupies an intermediate position between 
the one and the other. He also endeavoured to re-introduce 
the older, historical signification of the phrase υἱὸς Jeo, which 
was to be understood of the personal appearance of the histori- 
cal Christ, and not of the pre-existence of the Logos; for the 
idea of generation cannot be applied to the latter. His disciple 
Photinus, bishop of Sirmium, (to whom his opponents gave the 
nickname Σχοτεινὸς,) adopted similar views, but carried them to 
a much greater extent; he died about the year 376. His doc- 
trine was condemned in the aforesaid formula μακρόστιχος, and 
again afterwards at the council of Milan (a. p. 846.) He him- 
self was dismissed from his office by the council of Sirmium 
(a. ν. 851.) The sect of the Photinians however continued to 
exist till the reign of Theodosius the Great. From what has 
been said concerning him by: Athan. de Syr. § 26. Socrat. 11. 
19. Epiph. her. 70. Hilary (Fragm. and de Synodis,) Marius 
Mercator (Nestorii sermo iv.), and Vigil. Tapsens. (dialogus) 
it cannot be fully ascertained, how far Photinus either adhered 
to the principles of his master, or deviated from them. Comp. 
on this point Munscher Handbuch, iii. p. 447. Neander 11. 2. p. 
908. Baumgarten-Crusius p. 279. Gieseler 1. Ὁ. 542. Hase, 
Kirchengeschichte, p. 130. Klose, p. 66 flwg. He too asserted 
the co-eternity of the Logos (but not of the Son) with the [a- 
ther, and employed the term λογοπάτωρ to denote their unity, as 
Sabellius had used the word viorérwe, He applied the name 
« Son of God,” only to the incarnate Christ. The only differ- 
ence between Marcellus and Photinus probably was, that the 
latter developed more the negative aspect of Christology than 
his master, and consequently considered the connection of the 
Logos with the historical Christ to be less intimate. Hence his 
followers were called Homuncionitex, (according to Mar. Merca- 
tor quoted by Klose, p. 76.) But we should bear in mind: 
“ that theologians then but litile understood the distinction made 
by Marcellus and Photinus between the terms Locos and Son or 
Gov. In refuting their opponents they invariably confounded 
these expressions, and thus might easily draw dangerous and 
absurd inferences from their propositions. But at the same time 
it is evident that their own arguinents would take a wrong dt- 


rection, and thus lose the greatest part of their force.” Miins- 
cher, Handbuch 1. ο. 
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§ 93. 
DIVINITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 


The Nicene Creed had decided nothing concerning the 
nature of the Holy Spirit.) While Lactantius yet iden- 
tified the Word with the Spirit,@) other theologians re- 
garded the Spirit as a mere Divine power and gift, or at 
least did not venture to determine his nature in any 
more definite way, though accustomed to teach the Di- 
vinity of the Son in unequivocal terms.3.) But Athan- 
asius inferred from his premises the Divinity of the Holy 
Spirit,4) and was followed by Basil, surnamed the Great, 
as well as by Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of 
Nyssa.) At last the general council of Constantinople 
(a. p. 381), influenced by Gregory of Nazianzum, 
adopted more precise doctrinal definitions concerning the 
nature of the Holy Spirit, especially in opposition to the 
Macedonians (πνευματομάχους.).0) Though the term ὁμοούσιος 
itself was not applied to the Spirit in the canons of this 
council, yet by determining that he proceeds from the 
Father, they prepared the way for further definitions, in 
which honour and power equal in every respect to those 
of the Father and the Son were ascribed to him.(7:) 


(..) Tt would indeed have been necessary to adopt more pre- 
cise definitions ; for Arzus (according to Athan. orat. 1. ὃ 6.) 
maintained that the Spirit stood in the same relation to the Son, 
as the Son to the Father, and that he was the first of the crea- 
tures made by the Son. But it did not appear wise, to involve 
the matter in question still more by contending about the Di- 
vinity of the Spirit; many of the Nicene Fathers who consented 
that the term ὁμοούσιος should be applied to the Son, would not 
have so easily admitted it in reference to the Spirit. See 
Neander, Kirchengeschichte, 11. 2. p. 892. 

®) See above § 87. 1. 

) They had to guard against a twofold error; the one was 
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to fall back into Sabellianism, the other to continue Arianism. 
Lactantius, on the one hand, separated the Son from the Fa- 
ther (after the manner of the Arians), and on the other, con- 
founded the Spirit with the Son (as the Sabellians did.) Some 
writers followed his example, while others ascribed a distinct 
personality to the Spirit, but asserted that he was subordinate 
to both the Father and the Son. Gregory of Nazianzum gives 
a summary of the different views entertained in his time in the 
fifth of his theological orations, which was composed about the 
year 380 (de Spir. 5. Orat. xxxi. p. 559): “Some of the wise 
men amongst us regard the Holy Spirit as an energy (ἐνέργϑια), 
others think that he is a creature, some again that he is God 
himself, and, lastly, there are some who do not know what opi- 
'nion to adopt from reverence, as they say, for the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, because they do not teach anything definite on this point. 
Hustathius of Sebaste belonged to this latter class; he said in 
reference to the Macedonian controversy (Socr. 11. 45): ἐγὼ οὔτε 
)εὸν ὀνομάζειν τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον αἱροῦμαι, οὔτε κτίσμα καλεῖν τολμήσαιμι- 
Comp. Ullmann, Gregor von Nazianz. p. 380. Neander, Κιν- 
chengesch. 11. 2. p. 892. Husebius of Cwesarea was the more 
willing to subordinate the Spirit to both the Father and the 
Son, the more he was disposed to admit the subordination of 
the Son to the Father. He thinks that the Spirit is the first of 
all rational beings, but belongs nevertheless to the Trinity, de 
theol. eccles. 11. 3. 5.6. Hilary was satisfied that that, which 
searcheth the deep things of God, must be itself divine, though 
he could not find any passage in Scripture in which the name 
“ God” was given to the Holy Spirit, de trin. lib. xu. ο. 55. 
(Tuum est quicquid te init, neque alienum a te est, quicquid 
virtute scrutantis inest.) comp. de trin. 11. 29: De spiritu autem 
sancto nec tacere oportet, nec loqui necesse est, sed sileri a no- 
bis eorum causa, qui nesciunt, non potest. Loyui autem de eo 
non necesse est, quia de patre et filio auctoribus confitendum 
est, et quidem puto an sit, non esse tractandum. Est enim, 
quandoquidem donatur, accipitur, obtinetur, et qui confessioni 
patris et fil connexus est, non potest ἃ confessione patris et 
filii separari. Imperfectum enim est nobis totum, si aliquid 
desit a toto, de quo si quis intelligentiz: nostra sensum requirit, 
in Apostolo legimus ambo: quoniam estis, inquit, filii Dei, misit 
Deus spiritum fila suiin corda vestra clamantem abba pater. 
Kit rursum: nolite contristare Spir. S. Dei, in quo signata estis 
8 
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...Unde quia est et donatur et habetur et Dei est, cesset hing 
sermo calumniantium, cum dicunt per quem sit et ob quid sit, 
vel qualis sit. Si responsio nostra displicebit, dicentium, per 
quem omnia et in quo omnia sunt, et quia spiritus est Dei, do- 
num fidelium: displiceant et apostolh et evangelist et pro- 
phete, hoc tantum de eo quod esset loquentes, et post hac 
pater et filius displicebit—He also advises us not to be per- 
plexed by the language of Scripture, in which both the Father 
and the Son are sometimes called Spirit. Cyrill of Jerusalene 
too endeavours to confine himself to the use of seriptural defi- 
nitions on the nature of the Holy Spirit, though he distinctly 
separates him from all created beings, and regards him as an 
essential-part of the Trinity. He urges especially the practical 
aspect of this doctrine in opposition to the false enthusiasm of 
heretical fanatics, Cat. 16 and 17. 

(4) Athanasius (Ep. 4.ad Serap.) endeavoured to refute those, 
who declared the Holy Ghost to be a xrioua, or the first of the 
πνευμάτων λειτουργικῶν, and were called (τροπιχοὶ, πνευματομαχοῦντες, 
He shows that we completely renounce Arianism only when we 
perceive in the Trinity nothing that is foreign to the nature of 
God (ἀλλότριον ἢ ἔξωϑεν ἐπιμιγνύμενον), but one and the same being, 
which is in perfect aceordance with itself, Ὑριὰς δὲ ἐστιν ody ἕως 
ὀνόματος μόνον καὶ φαντασίως λέξεως, ἀλλὰ ἀληϑείῳ καὶ ὑπάρξει τριοῖς (Ep. 
i. 28. p. 677.) He appealed both to the decisions of Holy 
Writ, and to the testimony of our own Christian consciousness. 
How could that which is not sanctified by anything else, which 
is itself the source of sanctification to all creatures, possess the 
same nature as those beings which are sanctified by it? We 
have fellowship with God, and participate in a Divine life by 
means of the Holy Spirit; but this could not be, if the Spirit 
were created by God. It is no more certain that he communi- 
eates to us the principle of Divine life, than it is that he himself 
is one with the Divine being (εἰ δὲ Seorose% οὐκ ὠμφήβολον, ὅτι καὶ τούτου 
φύσις ϑεοῦ ἐστ.) Ep. i.ad Serap. § 24. p. 672. 73. Neander, 1. c. 
p. 895- 


a As one shower waters flowers of the most different species (reses and 
lilies), so one Spirit is the author of many different graces, ete. Cat. xvi. 12, 
He is τίμιον, τὸ ἀγαϑὸν, μέγας παρὰ Θεοῦ σύμμαχος, καὶ προστάτης, μέγας διδάσκαλος 
ἐκκλησίας; μίγα: ὑπερασπιστὴς ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν etc. ibid. c.19. His glory far surpasses 
that of all angels, 6. 23. 
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6) Basil the Great was induced by a particular motive, to 
compose his treatise de Spiritu Sancto, addressed to the bishop 
Amphilochius of Iconium, (comp. with it Ep. 189. Homilia de 
fide, T. ii. p. 182. Hom. contra Sab. T. 11. p. 195.) He too 
maintained that the name God should be given to the Spirit, 
and appealed both to Scripture in general, and to the baptismal 
formula in particular, in which the Spirit is mentioned. together 
with the Father and the Son. He did not however lay much 
stress upon the name itself, but simply demanded, that the Spi- 
rit, so far from being regarded as a creature, should be consider- 
ed as inseparable from both the Father and the Son. Hespoke 
in eloquent language of the practical importance of the doctrine 
of the Holy Spirit (as the sanctifier of the human heart), de 
Spir. S. c. 16: τὸ δὲ μέγιστον renungion τῆς πρὸς τὸν πατέρα καὶ υἱὸν τοῦ 
πνεύματος συναφείας, ὅτι οὕτως ἔχειν λέγεται πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν, ὡς πρὸς ἕκαστον ἔχει 
τὸ πνεῦμα τὺ ἐν ἡμῖν (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11.) In answer to the objection, 
that the Spirit is called. a gz/t, he remarks, that the Sonis likewise 
a gift of God, ibid. c. 24. comp. Klose, Basilius der Grosse, p. 
34 flwg. His brother, Gregory of Nyssa, proceeds in the se- 
cond chapter of his larger catechism upon ideas similar to those 
of Lactantius, that the Spirit (breath) must be connected with 
the Word, since it 18 50 even in the case of man. He does not, 
however, like Lactantius identify the Spirit with the Word, but 
draws a distinction between them. The Spirit is not to be con- 
sidered as anything foreign which enters from without into the 
Deity (comp. Athanasius); to think of the Spirit of God as simi- 
lar to ours, would be detracting from the glory of the Divine 
omnipotence. “ On the contrary, we imagine that this essential 
power which manifests itself as a separate hypostasis, can net- 
ther be separated from the Godhead in which. it rests, nor from 
the Divine Word which it follows. Nor does it cease to exist, 
but being self-existing (αὐτοκίνητον) like the Deity, it is ever 
capable of choosing the good, and of carrying out all its resolu- 
tions.” Comp. Rupp, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 169. 70. The views 
of Gregory of Nazianzum agreed with those of the two writers 
already named, though he clearly perceived the difficulties with 
which the doctrine in question was beset in his time. He was 
prepared to meet the objection, that it would introduce a 9εὸν 
ξένον καὶ ἄγραφον (Orat. xxx. 1. p. 556. Ullmann, p. 381); he also 
acknowledged that it was not expressly taught in Scripture, and 
therefore thought, that it was quite justifiable to go beyond the 


260 THE AGE OF POLEMICS. 


letter itself. He has recourse to the idea of a gradual revela- 
tion, which, as he imagines, stands in connection with a natural 
developement of the Trinity. ‘The Old Test. set forth the 
Father in a clear, but the Son in a somewhat dim light ; the New 
Test. reveals the Son, but it only intimates the Divinity of the 
Spirit ; but now the Spirit dwells in our midst,and manifests him- 
self more distinctly. It was not desirable that the Divinity of the 
Son should be proclaimed, as long as that of the Father was not 
fully recognized; nor did it appear advisable to add that of the 
Spirit, as long as that of the Son was not believed.” Gregory num- 
bered the doctrine of the Holy Spirit among those thingsof which 
Christ speaks, John xvi. 12, and recommended therefore some 
degree of prudence in discourses on this dogma. He himself 
developed his doctrine principally in his controversy with Ma- 
cedonius, and refuted him by proving that the Holy Spirit is 
neither a mere power, nor a creature, and accordingly, that he 
is God himself. For further particulars, see Ullmann, p. 378 
flwe. 

©) The word Πνευματομάχοι has a general meaning, and com- - 
prehends of course the strict Arians. But the Divinity of the 
Spirit was equally denied by the Semzartans, whose views con- 
cerning the nature of the Son resembled those of the orthodox 
party ; the most prominent theologian among them was Mace- 
donius, bishop of Constantinople (a. p. 8341—3860.) Soz. iv. 27. 
says of him: Εἰσηγεῖτο δὲ τὸν υἱὸν ϑεὸν εἶναι, κατὰ πάντα τε καὶ κατ᾽ οὐσίαν 
ὅμοιον τῷ πατρί' τό τε ἅγιον πνεῦμα ἄμοιρον τῶν αὐτῶν πρεσβείων ἀπεφαίνετο, 
διόκονον καὶ ὑπηρέτην καλῶν. Theodoret 11. 6. adds, that he did not 
hesitate to call the Spirit a creature. His opinion was after- 
wards called the Marathonian, from Marathonius, bishop of 
Nicomedia. The Macedonians, though condemned at the se- 
cond cecumenical council, continued to exist as a separate sect 
in Phrygia down to the fifth century, when they were combated 
by Nestor. The objections which the Macedonians either made 
themselves to the Divinity of the Spirit, or with which they 
were charged by their opponents, are the following: ‘“ The 
Holy Spirit is either begotten or not begotten; if the latter, 
we have two uncreated beings (δύο τὰ ἄναρχαν, viz. the Father 
and the Spirit; if begotten, he must be begotten either of the 
Father or of the Son; 1 of the Father, it follows that there are 
two Sons in the Trinity, and hence brothers, (the question then 
arises, who is the elder of the two, or are they twins?) but if 
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of the Son, we have a grandson of God (ϑεὸς υἱωνὸς) ete. Greg. 
Orat. xxxi. 7. p. 560. comp. Athanas. Ep. i. ad Serapion c. 15. 
In opposition to this Gregory simply remarks, that not the idea of 
generation, but that of ἐκπόρευσις is to be applied to the Spirit, 
according to John xy. 26., and that the procession of the Spirit 
is quite as incomprehensible as the generation of the Son. To 
these objections was allied another, viz. that the Spirit is not a 
perfect being, if he is not the Son. But the Macedonians 
chiefly appealed to the absence of decisive Scriptures. Comp. 
Ullmann p. 390. 91. 

(7) Τὸ κύριον, τὸ ξωοποιὸν, τὸ ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς ἐχπορευύμενον, τὸ σὺν πατρὶ καὶ 
υἱῷ συμπροσχυνούμενον, καὶ συνδοξωζόμενον, τὸ λαλῆσαν διὰ τῶν προφητῶν. 


Comp. § 91. 4. 
8. 94, 
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Walch, J. G., historia controversia Grecorum Latinorumque de proces~ 
sione Spir. S. Jene 1751. 8. Pfaff, Chr. Matth., historia succincta 
controversiz de Processione Spirs 8. Tub. 1749. 4. 


The canons of the council of Constantinople however 
had not fully settled the point in question. The relation 
of the Spirit to the Trinity in general had been deter- 
mined, but the particular relation in which he stands to 
the Son and the Father separately, remained yet to be 
decided. Inasmuch as the formula declared, that the 
Spirit proceeds from the Father, without making any 
distinct mention of the Son, room was left for doubt, 
whether it denied the procession of the Spirit from the 
latter, or not. On the one hand, the assertion that the 
Spirit proceeds only from the Father, and not from the 
Son, seemed to favour the notion, that the Son is sub- 
ordinate to the Father; on the other, to maintain that 
he proceeds from both the Father and the Son, would be 
placing the Spirit in a still greater dependence (viz. on 
two persons instead of one.) Thus the desire fully to 
establish the Divinity of the Son, would easily detract 
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from the Divine nature of the Spirit; the wish, on the 
contrary, to prove. the self-existence and independence 
of the Spirit, would tend to throw the importance of the 
Son into the shade. The Greek Fathers, Athanasius, 
Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, and others, asserted 
the procession of the Spirit from the Father, without 
distinctly denying that he also proceeds from the Son.() 
Epiphanius on the other hand, ascribed the origin of the 
Spirit to both the Father and the Son, with whom Mar- 
cellus of Ancyra agreed.@:) But Theodore of Mopsuestia 
and Theodore¢t would not in any way admit that the Spirit 
owes his existence to the Son,) and defended their 
opinion in opposition to Cyrill of Alexandria*+) The 
Latin Fathers, on the contrary, and Augustine in parti- 
cular,°) taught the procession of the Spirit from both 
the Father and the Son. This doctrine was so firmly 
established in the West, that at the third synod of To- 
ledo (a. ν. 589,) the clause filiogue was added to the 
confession of faith adopted by the council of Constan- 
tinople, which afterwards led to the disruption between 
the eastern and western church.) 


1.) Tn accordance with the prevailing notions of the age the 
Father was considered as the only effectual principle (w/a ἀρχὴ), 
to whom all other things owe their existence, of whom the Son 
is begotten, and from whom the Holy Spirit proceeds, who 
performs all things through the Son, and in the Holy Spirit. 
The phrase: that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, 
was maintained especially against the Pneumatomachi. It was 
asserted in opposition to them, “ that the Holy Spirit does 
not derive his existence from the Son in a dependent manner, 
but that he stands in a direct relation to the Father, as to the 
common first cause ; that the Holy Spirit proceeds in the same 
manner from the Father, as the Son is begotten of the Father.” 
Neander, Kirchengeschichte, 11. p. 897. 

(3) Epiph. Ancor. ὃ 9., after having proved the Divinity of 
the Spirit 6. g. from Acts v. 3. says: ἄρα Jes ἐκ πατρὸς καὶ υἱοῦ τὸ 
πνεῦμα, without expressly stating that he ἐχπορεύεται ἐκ τοῦ υἱοῦ, 
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Comp. Ancor. 8.: Πνεῦμα γὰρ Θεοῦ καὶ πνεῦμω τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ πνεῦμα 
υἱοῦ, οὐ κατά τινα obec, κα) περ ἐν ἡμῖν ψυχὴ καὶ σῶμα, GAN ἐν μέσῳ 
πατρὸς καὶ ὑιοῦ, ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ, τρίτον τῇ ὀνομμασίῳ, Marcellus 
inferred from the supposition, that the Spirit proceeds from 
both the Father and the Son, the sameness of the last two in 
the Sabellian sense. Eus. de eccles. theol. iu. 4. p. 168. (quoted 
by Klose, iber Marcell p. 47.) Concerning the views of Pho- 
tinus see Klose, 1. 6. p. 83 

@) Theodore of Mopsuestia in his confession of faith (quoted 
by Walch Bibl. Symb. p. 204.) combated that opinion which 
would represent the Spirit as διὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ τὴν ὕπαρξιν εἰληφός, On 
the opinion of Theodoret comp. the ix. anathema of Cyrill 
Opp. v. p. 47. 

() Cyrill condemned all who denied that the Holy Spirit 
was the proprium of Christ. Theodoret in reply observed, that 
this expression was not objectionable, if nothing more were un- 
derstood by it, than that the Holy Spirit is of the same es- 
sence (ὁμοούσιος) with the Son, and proceeds from the Father ; 
but that it ought to be rejected if it were meant to imply, that 
he derives his existence from the Son, or through the Son, 
either of which would be contrary to what is said John xy. 
26; 1 Cor. 11. 12, Comp. Neander, 1. c. p. 900. 

(ὁ) Augustine tract. 99. in evang. Joh.: A quo autem habet 
filius, ut sit Deus (est enim de Deo Deus), ab illo habet utique 
ut etiam de illo procedat Spir. 5. Et per hoe Spir. 8. ut etiam 
de filio procedat, sicut procedit de patre, ab ipso habet patre. 
Ibid.: Spir. S. non de patre procedit in filium et de filio pro- 
cedit ad sanctificandam creaturani, sed simul de utroque pro- 
cedit, quamvis hoc filio Pater dederit, ut quemadmodum de se, 
ita de illo quoque procedat. De ἔτη. 4. 20: Nec possumus 
dicere, quod Spir. 5. et a filio non procedat, neque frustra idem 
Spir. et Patris et Filii Spir. dicitur. - 

(6) This additional clause made its appearance at the time 
when Rekkared, king of the Visigoths, passed over from the 
Arian to the catholic church. The above synod pronounced an 
anathema against all who did not believe that the Spirit pro- 
ceeded from both the Father and the Son. Comp. Neander, 
1. ¢, p. 901. 
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Ὡ € ~ 
5 90. 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY CONCLUDED. 


The more accurately the Divinity both of the Holy 
Spirit, and of the Son was defined, the more important 
it became, first, exactly to determine the relation in which 
the different persons stand to the Godhead in general, 
and to each other in particular, and, secondly, to settle the 
ecclesiastical terminology. Athanasius, Basil the Great, 
Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of Nyssa in the 
Greek, Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine in the Latin 
church exerted the greatest influence upon the formation 
of the said terminology. According to it the word οὐσία 
(essentia, substantia) denotes what is common to the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, the abstract; the 
word ὑπόστασις (persona) signifies the individual, con- 
erete.7) Each person possesses some peculiarity (διότης), 
by which it is distinguished from the other persons, not- 
withstanding the existing sameness of essence. Thus 
underived existence (ayewnota ) belongs to the Father, 
generation (γέννησις) to the Son, and procession (ἐχπόρευσις, 
ἔχπεμψις) to the Holy Spirit.@) Since Augustine re- 
jected all the distinctions which had been formerly made 
between the different persons, and referred to the one 
God that which had been predicated before his time of 
the separate persons, he could not entirely avoid the ap- 
pearance of Sabellianism.@) Boéthius and others adopted 
his views on this point.@) 


() The writers of this period avoided the use of the term 
πρόσωπον, which would have corresponded more exactly to the 
Latin word “ persona,” while ὑπόστασις means literally substan- 
tia, lest it might lead to Sabellianism ; but they sometimes con- 
founded ὑπόστασις with οὐσία, and used occasionally φύσις instead 
of the latter. This was done 6. g- by Gregory of Nazianzum, 
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Orat. xxiii. 11. p. 431. xxxiii. 16. p. 614. xii. 11. p. 431. Ep. 1. 
ad Cledonium p. 739. ed. Lips. quoted by Ullmann p. 355. note 
1. and p. 356. note 1. Gregory also sometimes attaches the 
same meaning to ὑπόστασις Δ to πρόσωπον, though he prefers the 
use of the latter. Orat. xx. 6. p. 379. Ullmann, p. 356. note 3. 
This distinction is most accurately defined by Basil. Ep. 290. 6. 
(quoted by Minscher ed. by von Colln, p. 242.248.) : οὐσία δὲ καὶ 
ὑπόστωσις ταύτην ἔχει τὴν διαφορὰν, ἣν ἔχει τὸ κοινὸν πρὸς τὸ xa) ἕκαστον" 
οἷον ὡς ἔχει τὸ ζῶον πρὸς τὸν Ostice ὄνδροωπον. διὰ τοῦτο οὐσίαν μὲν μίαν ἐπὶ τῆς 
“εότητος ὁμολογοῦμεν, ὥστε τὸν τοῦ εἶναι λόγον μὴ διωφόρως ἀποδιδόναι" ὑπόστα-- 
σιν δὲ ἰδιάζουσαν, ἵν’ ἀσύγχυτος ἡμῖν καὶ τετρανωμένη ἡ περὶ ἸΤατρὸς wal Ὑἱοῦ 
καὶ ἁγίου Τινεύματος ἔννοια ἐνυπάρχῃ x τ. A Comp. Greg. Naz. Orat. 
xxix. 11. p. 530. Ullmann p. 355. note 3. and Orat. xlii. 16. p. 
759. quoted by Ullmann, p. 356. note 3., where the distinction 
between οὐσία and ὑπόστασις ig prominently brought forward. 

(1.) Greg. Naz. Orat. ΧΙ. 9.: πάντω ὅσα ὁ πατὴρ, τοῦ υἱοῦ, πλὴν τῆς 
ἀγεννησίας" πάντα ὅσα ὁ υἱὸς, τοῦ πνεύματος, πλὴν τῆς γεννήσεως nT. A, 
Orat. xxv. 16. : ἴδιον 02 πατρὸς μὲν ἡ ἀγεννησία, υἱοῦ ὃὲ ἡ γέννησις, πνεύμα- 
τὸς δὲ ἡ ἔκπεμψις, but the terms ἠδιόσης and ὑπύστασις were sometimes 
used synonymously, 6. 5. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxii. 16. p. 614. 
Ullmann, p. 357. 

©) Thus Augustine (de trin. 1. 18.) refers the appearances of 
the Deity, which were formerly ascribed to the Logos alone, to 
the whole Trinity. In support of his view he appeals to the 
three men who appeared to Abraham. He also thinks that the 
mission of the Son is not only a work of the Father, but of the 
whole Trinity, c. 8. The similarity between the Augustinian 
and Sabellian theories may farther be seen in the anthropolo- 
gical comparison, which he institutes between the Trinity on the 
one hand, and the memoria, intelligentia et voluntas on the 
other ix. 11. x. 10. xv. 7. But he by no means lost sight of the 
distinction of the persons, 1.5. Comp. however the whole of 
his treatise de trinitate, and with it what he says de οἷν, Dei xi. 
24. Retract. u. 15. and other passages quoted by Munscher yon 
Colln, p. 246—49. 

(5) Boéth. de trin. (ad Symmach.) ο. 2. : Nulla igitur in eo 
(Deo) diversitas, nulla ex diversitate pluralitas, nulla ex acci- 
dentibus multitudo, atque idcirco nec numerus. c. 3.: Deus vero 
a Deo nullo differt, ne vel accidentibus, vel substantialibus dif- 
ferentiis in subjecto positis distat ; ubi vero nulla est differentia, 
nulla est omnino pluralitas; quare nec numerus; igitur unitas 
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tantum. Nam quod tertio repetitur, Deus; quum Pater et 
Filus et Spir. S. nuncupatur, tres unitates non faciunt plurali- 
tatem numeri in eo quod ipse sunt....Non igitur si de Patre et 
Filio et Spir. S. tertio preedicatur Deus, idcirco trina predicatio 
numerum facit...c. 6.: facta quidem est trinitatis numerositas in 
eo quod est predicatio relationis ; servata vero unitas in eo quod 
est indifferentia vel substantiz vel operationis vel omnino ejus, 
que secundum se dicitur, preedicationis. Ita igitur substantia 
continet unitatem, relatio multiplicat trinitatem, atque ideo so- 
Ja sigillatim proferuntur atque separatim que relationis sunt; 
nam idem Pater qui Filius non est, nec idem uterque qui Spir. 
S. Idem tamen Deus est, Pater et Filius et Spir. S., idem justus, 
idem bonus, idem magnus, idem omnia, que secundum se pote- 
runt preedicari. 


8 96. 
TRITHEISM, TETRATHEISM. 


Inkeeping the three persons in the Godhead distinctly se- 
parate much caution was needed, lest the idea of οὐσία which 
refers to a unity, should be taken as a generic term, and 
made to embrace the ὑπόστασις as the species. ‘This would 
necessarily have given rise to the notion of three Gods. 
But another error had to be guarded against, viz. that of 
distinguishing God as such ( αὐτόϑεος) from Father, Son - 
and Holy Ghost, and of mechanically enumerating them. 
In the latter case there would have been the appearance 
of four persons, or even four gods. Tritheites,1) and 
Tetratheites(?-) indeed are found in the catalogue of here- 
tical teachers, though many of the charges brought for- 
ward against them are founded on false inferences. 


() To the former belonged John Ascusnages of Constantinople, 
who was banished by the Emperor Justinian, and John Philo- 
ponus, who died atthecommencement of the seventhcentury; the 
latter used φύσις instead of ὑπόστασις. Comp.Joh. Dam. de heresib. 


p. 101. ss. Photii Bibl. Cod. 75. Niceph. xviii. 45—49., extracts 
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from which are given by Munscher ed. by von Colln, p.251. Comp. 
Scharfenberg, J. G., de Jo. Philopono, Tritheismi defensore, 
Lips. 1768. (Comm. th. ed. Velthusen etc. T. i.) and Trechsel, τὰ 
the Studien und Kritiken 1855. part 1. p. 95 flwg. 

(2) The leader of the Tetratheites was Damianus, the Mono- 
physite (Severian) patriarch of Constantinople. They were also 
called Damianites or Angelites (from the city of Angelium.) 
He was opposed by Peter of Callinico, patriarch of Antioch. 
But Damianus was more probably a Sabellian. Comp. Niceph. 
xiii. 49. Schrockh xviii. p. 624. Miinscher y. Colln p. 253. Baumg. 
Crus. i. p. 364. 


g 97. 
SYMBOLUM QUICUNQUE. 


J. G. Vossius, de tribus Symbolis, Amstel. 1642, Diss. 11, Waterland, Dan., 
Critical history of the Athanasian Creed. Cambridge, 1724, 28, 8. 
Dennis, John, the Athanasian Creed. 1815. Comp. Munscher ed. by 
von Colln, i. p. 249. 50. 


The doctrine of the church concerning the Trinity ap- 
pears most fully developed, and expressed in its most 
perfect symbolical form in what is called the Symbolum 
guicungque (commonly, but erroneously called the Creed 
of St. Athanasius.) It originated in the school of 
Augustine, and is ascribed by some to Vigilantius Tap- 
sensis, by others to Vincentius Lerinensis, and by some 
again to others. By the repetition of positive and ne- 
gative propositions the mysterious doctrine is presented 
to the understanding in so hieroglyphical a form, as to 
make man feel his own weakness. ‘The consequence was 
that all further endeavours of human ingenuity to solve 
its apparent contradictions by philosophical arguments, 
must dash against this bulwark of faith, on which salva- 
tion was made to depend, as the waves against an im- 


pregnable rock, 
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SYMBOLUM ATHANASIANUM : 


1. Quicunque vult salvus esse, ante omnia opus habet, ut te- 
neat catholicam fidem. 2. Quam nisi quisque integram inviola- 
tamque servaverit, absque dubio in eternum peribit. 8, Fides 
autem catholica hee est, ut unum Deum in Trinitate et Trini- 
tatem in unitate veneremur. 4. Neque confundentes personas, 
neque substantiam separantes. 5. Alia enim est persona Patris, 
alia Filii, alia Spiritus Sancti. 6. Sed Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
Sancti una est divinitas, equalis gloria, squalis majestas. 7. 
Qualis Pater, talis Filius, talis et Spir. 8. 8. Increatus Pater, 
increatus Filius, increatus Spir. 8S. 9. Immensus Pater, immen- 
sus Filius, immensus Spiritus S. 10. A‘ternus Pater, eternus 
Filius, eternus et Spir. S. 11. Et tamen non tres eterni, 
sed unus eternus. 12. Sicut non tres increati, nec tres immensi, 
sed unus increatus et unusimmensus. 13. Similiter omnipotens 
Pater, omnipotens Filius, omnipotens et Spiritus S. 14. Et 
tamen non tres omnipotentes, sed unus omnipotens. 15. Ita 
deus Pater, deus Filius, deus et Spir. S. 16. Et tamen non 
tres dii sunt, sed unus est Deus. 17. Ita dominus Pater, domi- 
nus Filius, dominus et Spir. 8. 18. Ht tamen non tres domini, 
sed unus dominus. 19. Quia sicut sigillatim unamquamque per- 
sonam et Deum et dominum confiteri christiana veritate com- 
pellimur, ita tres Deos aut dominos dicere catholica religione 
prohibemur. 20. Pater a nullo est factus, nec creatus, nec 
genitus. 21. Filius a Patre solo est, non factus, non creatus, 
sed genitus. 22. Spir. S.a Patre et Filio non creatus, nec ge- 
nitus, sed procedens. 23. Unus ergo Pater, nec tres patres ; 
unus Filius, non tres filii; unus Spiritus 8., non tres spiritus 
sancti. 24. Et in hac Trinitate nihil prius aut posterius, nihil 
majus aut minus, sed tote tres persone cozternz 5101 sunt et 
cosequales. 25. Ita ut per omnia, sicut jam supra dictum est, et 
unitas in Trinitate et Trinitas in unitate veneranda sit. 26. Qui 
vult ergo salvus esse, ita de Trinitate sentiat. (Opp. Athanasii, 
T. ii. p. 719.—Walch, Bibl. Symb. vet. p. 136 gs. it is also con- 
tained in the collections of the symbolical books published by 
Tittmann, Hase and others.*) 

* While salvation thus appears to be made dependent on the most refined 
philosophical definitions, it is pleasing to hear other men raising their voices 


during this period, who did not attach such unqualified value to the mere or- 
thodoxy of the understanding, and whio were fully convinced of the limits of 
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6. CHRISTOLOGY. 
S 98. 
THE TRUE HUMANITY OF CHRIST. 
Traces of Docetism—Arwanism. 


It was no less difficult to determine the relation of the 
Divine to the human nature of Christ, than to define the 
relation which exists between the three persons of the 
Trinity and the One God. For the more decidedly the 
church asserted the Divinity of the Son of God, the 
more the doctrine of the incarnation of the Logos had to 
be guarded against erroneous notions either concerning 
the true Divinity, or respecting the true humanity of 
Christ. In opposition to Docetism the doctrine of the 
human nature of Christ had indeed been so firmly esta- 
blished, that no one was likely to deny that he possessed 
a human body, though Ailary, who was orthodox in all 
other points, bordered upon Docetism by maintaining 
that the body of Jesus could not undergo any real suffer- 
ings.J-) But two other questions arose, which were be- 
set with still greater difficulties. In the first place, it 
was asked, whether a human soul formed a necessary 
part of the humanity of Christ ;—and if so (as the ortho- 
dox maintained in opposition to the Arians),@) it was 
still doubtful whether this soul was to be understood only 
as the animal soul, or as both the animal soul and the 


human knowledge and the insufficiency of such dogmatic definitions. Greg. 
Orat. xxxi. 33, p. 577, Ullmann, p. 336. (comp. however p. 334. 35.) Ru- 
finus also says, expos. p. 18. : Quomodo autem Deus pater genuerit filiam, nolo 
discutias, nec te curiosius ingeras in profundi hujus arcanum (al. profando 
hujus arcani,) ne forte dum inaccesse lucis fulgorem pertinacius perscrutaris, 
exiguum ipsum qui mortalibus divino munere concessus est, perdas aspectum, 
Aut si putas in hoc omni indagationis genere nitendum, prius tibi propone 4119 
nostra sunt: que si consequenter valueris expedire, tune a terrestribus ad 
ecelestia et a visibilibus ad invisibilia properato. 
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rational spirit of man (in distinction from the Spirit of 


God. ) 


(.) Concerning the opinion of Clement of Alexandria, comp. 
above, § 66. n. 4. Hilar. de trin. x. 23: Habens ad patiendum 
quidem corpus et passus est, sed non habuit naturam ad do- 
lendum. (He compares it to an arrow which passes through 
the water without wounding it.) — Comment. in Ps. exxxvii. 3. 
Suscepit ergo infirmitates, quia homo nascitur et putatur dolere, 
quia patitur; caret vero doloribus ipse, quia Deus est. The 
usage of the Latin word pati allowed such a distinction to be 
made.)—De trin. xi. 48: In forma Dei manens, servi formam 
assumsit, non demutatus, sed se ipsum exinaniens et intra se 
latens et intra suam ipse vacuefactus potestatem ; dum se usque 
ad formam temperat habitus humani, ne potentefn immensamque 
naturam assumptee humanitatis non ferret infirmitas, sed in tan- 
tum se virtus inconscripta moderaretur, in quantum oporteret 
eam usque ad patientiam connexi sibi corporis obedire. 

@) Athan. contra Apollin. 11. 8: “Agesng 62 σάρκα μόνην πρὸς ἀποκρου- 
φὴν τῆς ϑεότητος ὁμολογεῖ, ἀντὶ dz τοῦ eowdev ἐν ἡμῖν ἀνδ)ρώπου, τουτέστι τῆς 
ψυχῆς, τὶν Λόγον ἐν τῇ σαρκὶ λέγει γεγονέναι, τὴν τοῦ πάϑους νόησιν καὶ τὴν ἐξ 
ἄδου ἀνάστασιν τῇ ϑεότητι προσάγειν τολμῶν, Comp. Epiph. Heer. 69. 
19. and other passages quoted by Minscher von Colln, p. 268. 
This notion was very prominently brought forward by the 
Arians, Hudoxius and Hunomius ; respecting the former see 
‘Cave, Historia Script. eccles. 1. p. 219; concerning the latter 
comp. Mansi, Cone. T. i. p. 648.—But even some orthodox 
theologians of this period used indefinite language on this point 
previous to the rise of the Apollinarian controversy. Comp. 
Minscher von Colln, p. 269. 


§ 99. 
THE DOCTRINE OF APOLLINARIS. 


Apollinaris, bishop of Laodicea, who, generally speak- 
ing, enjoyed a high reputation among orthodox theolo- 
gians, imagined that that higher life of reason which ele- 
vates man above the rest of creation, could be of no use 
to him, in whom the fulness of the Godhead dwells bodily, 
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or rather, that its place was wholly supplied by the Lo- 
gos.(-) His intention seems to have been not so much 
to detract from the dignity of Christ, as to honour him. 
He was opposed by Athanasius, Gregory of Nazianzum, 
and Gregory of Nyssa, to whose exertions it must be at- 
tributed, that the catholic church adopted the doctrine, 
that Christ possessed a perfect human nature consisting 
of a body, and of a rational soul, together with his Di- 
vine nature.?) The council of Constantinople (a. p. 
381.) condemned Apollinarism as heretical. 


(-) Apotlinaris was led by his philosophical turn of mind to 
_ suppose, that he might establish his argument with mathemati- 
cal precision (γεωμετρικαῖς ἀποδείξεσι καὶ ἀνάγκαις.) Of the writings 
in which he explained his views, only fragments are extant in 
the works of Gregory of Nyssa, Theodoret, and Leontius By- 
zantinus (who lived about the year 590) ; they were the follow- 
ing: περὶ ougxwosws λογίδιον (ἀπόδειξις περὶ τῆς ϑείας ἐνσαρκώσεως.) τὸ 
κατὰ κεφάλαιον βιβλίον. περὶ ἀναστάσεως. περὶ πίστεως λογίδιον, and some 
letters (in Gallandii Bibl. PP. T. xii. p. 706 ss. Angelo Majo 
Class. auct. T. ix. p. 495 ss.) Apollinaris objected to the union 
of the Logos with a rational soul, that the human being thus 
united to the Logos, must either preserve his own free will, in 
which case there would be no true union of the Divine and the 
human, or that the human soul had lost its proper lberty by 
becoming united to the Logos, either of which would be absurd, 
According to the threefold division of man, Apollinaris was will- 
ing to ascribe a soul to the Redeemer, in so far as he thought 
it to be a mean between bodyand spirit. But that which itself 
determines the soul (τὸ αὐτοκίνητον), and constitutes the higher 
dignity of man, the νοῦς (the ψυχὴ λογικὴ) of Christ, could not be 
of human origin, but must be purely Divine; hence the Divine 
reason supplied the place of the human; hence there existed a 
specific difference between Christ and other beings. In their 
case everything had to undergo a process of gradual develope- 
ment, which cannot be brought about without either conflicts 
or sin, (ὅπου γὰρ τέλειος GvSowmo0s, ἐκεῖ καὶ ἁμαρτία, apud. Athan. 1. 2. 
p- 928. Comp. ο. 21. p. 999. ἁμαρτία ἐνυπόστατος.) But this could 
not take place in the case of Christ: οὐδεμία ἄσκησις ἐν Χριστῷ" 
οὐκ ἄρα νοῦς ἐστιν ἀνθρώπινος, Comp. Gregory of Nyssa, (An- 


ky ¢ 
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tirrhet. adv. Apollin. iv. ὁ. 221.) At the same time Apol- 
linaris supposed the body and soul of Christ to be so complete- 
ly filled with the higher and Divine principle of spiritual life, 
that he did not hesitate to use expressions such as: “ God died, 
God is born,” etc. He even maintained that on account of 
this intimate union Divine homage is also due to the human 
nature of Christ, 1. c. p. 241. 264. His opponents therefore 
charged him with Patripassianism. But we do not think that 
Apollinaris ever asserted, as Gregory of Nazianzum would have 
us believe, that Christ must have possessed an irrational, ani-' 
mal soul, 6. g. that of a horse, or an ox, because he had not a 
rational human soul; Gregory himself seems to have drawn 
such inferences from the premises of Apollinaris. On the other 
hand he accused his opponents in a similar manner of believing 
in two Christs, two Sons of God, ete. 

@) Athanasius maintained, in opposition to Apollinaris, contra 
Apollinar. libri 1. (but without mentioning his opponent by 
name, as he enjoyed personal intercourse with him), that it be- 
hoved Christ to be our example in every respect, and that his 
nature therefore must resemble ours. Sinfulness, which is em- 
pirically connected with the developement of man, is not a neces- 
sary attribute of human nature, as the Manichzean notions would 
lead us to suppose. Man, on the contrary, was originally free 
from sin, and Christ appeared on that:very account, viz. in order 
to show that God is not the author of sin, and to prove that it is 
possible to live a sinless life (the controversy thus touched up- 
on questions of an anthropological nature.)—Athanasius dis- 
tinctly separated the Divine from the human (comp. especially 
lib. 11.), but he did not admit that he taught the existence of 
two Christs. Comp. Neander, Kirchengeschichte 1]. 2. p. 923. 
Mohler, Athanasius, ii. p. 262 ss. (his attacks upon the doctrine ~ 
of Luther are out of place.)? Gregory of Nazianzum (Ep. ad 
Cledon. et orat. 51.) equally asserted the necessity of a true 
and perfect human nature. It was not only necessary, as the 
medium by which God manifested himself; but Jesus could re- 
deem and sanctify man only by assuming his whole nature, con- 
sisting of body and soul. (Similar views had been formerly 
held by Irenzeus, and were afterwards more fully developed 


a But he remarks more justly, p. 265: “ 76 ἐδ the more to be regretted that 
Apollinaris fell into such errrors, as he devised his doctrine for the purpose of 
defending the Divinity of the Redeemer.” 
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by Anselm.) Gregory thus strongly maintained the doctrine of 
the two natures of the Saviour. We must distinguish in Christ 
ἄλλο καὶ ἄλλο, but not ἄλλος καὶ ἄλλος, Compare the Epist. ad 
Nectar. sive orat. 46. with his 10 anathemas against A pollinaris, 
and Ullmann p. 396—413. The work of Gregory of Nyssa en- 
titled λόγος εἰντιῤῥητικὲς πρὸς τὰ ᾿Απολιναρίου (which was probably 
composed about the year 376 or 377), may be found in Zaccagni, 
Collect. monum. vett. and Gallandii Bibl. Patr. vi. p. 517. 
comp. Gieseler i. ὃ 83. note 30. Rupp. p. 139.—He opposed 
the followers of Apollinaris (Ξυνουσιασταὶ, Διμοιριτοαὶ) in his Ep. 
her. 77. The doctrine of Apollinaris was also condemned in 
the West by Damasus, bishop of Rome (comp. Minscher von 
Colln p. 277.), and once more by the second ecumenical synod 
of Constantinople (a. p. 381. Can. 1. vii.)—On the question, 
whether Apollinaris or his disciples ever adopted the Docetic 
errors respecting the body of Christ? see Mohler lc. p. 264 
8s. 


8. 100. 
THE DOCTRINE OF NESTOR. 


Jablonski, P. H., exercitatio historico-theologica de Nestorianismo. 
Berol. 1724. ‘Tiibinger Quartalschrift 1835, part. I. 


The desire of preserving the perfect human nature of 
Christ together with the Divine, led from time to time 
to the inquiry, whether that which the Scriptures relate 
respecting the life and actions of the Redeemer, his birth, 
sufferings, and death, refers only to his humanity, or to 
his Divine as well as to his human nature; and if the 
latter, in what respect it may be said to refer to both. 
While the teachers of the Alexandrian school asserted 
in strong terms the unity of the Divine and the human > 
in Christ, the theologians of Antioch, Diodore of Tar- 
sus, and Theodore of Mopsuestia, made a strict distinction 
between the one and the other.) At last the phrase: 
mother of God (S¢oréx0s)) which the increasing homage 


paid to the Virgin had brought into use, gave rise to the 
T 
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controversy respecting the two natures of Christ. Vestor, 
patriarch of Constantinople, disapproved of the phrase 
in question, maintaining that Mary had given birth to 
Christ, but not to God.@)  Cyrill, patriarch of Alex- 
andria, opposed him, and both pronounced anathemas 
against each other.¢) Nestor supposed, in accordance 
with the Antiochian mode of thinking, that the Divine 
and the human natures of Christ ought to be distinctly 
separated, and admitted only a συνάφεια ( junction) of the 
one and the other, an ἐνοΐκησις Gndwelling) of the Deity. 
Cyrill on the contrary, was led by his Egyptian notions, 
to maintain the perfect union of the two natures (φυσικὴ 
ἕνωσις.) Nestor was condemned by the synod of Ephesus 
Ca. ν. 431.) but the controversy was not brought toa 
close. 


4) Diodore died a. p. 894, Some fragments of his treatise: 
“πρὸς τοὺς Συνουσιαστάς, are preserved in a Latin translation by Mar. 
Mercator. Opp. Baluze p. 349 ss. (Garner, p. 317.) and Leontius 
Byzantinus. Comp. Minscher edit. by von Colln, p. 280: Ador- 
amus purpuram propter indutum et templum propter inhabitato- 
rem, etc,—The opinions of Theodore are expressed in his confes- 
sions of faith, which may be found in Actis Cone. Ephes. Actio vi. 
quoted by Mansi Τὶ iv. p. 1847. and Marius Mercator (Garner 1. 
p- 95.) Munscher von Colln, p. 280. On his controversy with 
Apollinaris see Fritzsche, p. 92.101. Comp. Neander Kirchen- 
gesch. 11. 3. p. 929—944. 

α) Concerning the ecclesiastical meaning of this term which 
came gradually into use, see Socrat. vii. 832. Miunscher von 
Colln, i. 286. The absurd discussions on the partus virgineus, 
(comp. 6. g. Rufinus expos..20.) where Mary is called the porta 
Domini, per quam introivit in mundum, etc. belong to the same 
class. 

(3) Anastasius, a presbyter of Alexandria, (a. ἢ. 428), preach- 
ed against the use of the term in question, and thus called forth 
the present controversy. He was followed by Nestor, a dis- 
ciple of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Socrat. vii. 82, Leporius, a 
presbyter and monk at Massilia, and follower of Pelagius, had 
previously propounded a similar doctrine in the West, see Miin- 
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scher von Colln, p. 282. The views of Nestor himself are con- 
tained in ili. (ii.) Sermones' Nestorii, quoted by Mar. Mercator, 
p. 58—74, Mansi iv. p. 1197. Garner, ii. p. 3.ss. He reject- 
ed the appellation “mother of God” as heathenish and contrary 
to Heb. vii. 3. Resting, as he “did, on the orthodox doctrine of 
the eternal generation of the Son, he could say: Non pepetit 
creatura eum, qui est increabilis, non recentem de virgine 
Deum Verbum genuit Pater. In principio erat enim verbum, 
sicut Joh. (i. 1.) ait. Non peperit creatura creatorem [increabi- 
lem], sed peperit hominem, Deitatis instrumentum. Non crear 
vit Deum Verbum Spir. S...... sed Deo Verbo templum fabrica- 
tus est, quod habitaret, ex virgine, etc. But Nestor by no means 
refused to worship the human nature of Christ in its connection 
with the Divine, and strongly protested against the charge of 
separating the twonatures: Propter utentem illud indumentum, 
quo utitur, colo, propter absconditum adoro, quod foris videtur. 
Inseparabilis ab eo, qui oculis paret, est Deus. Quomodo igitur 
ejus, qui non dividitur, honorem [ego] et dignitatem audeam 
separare? Divido naturas, sed conjungo reverentiam (quoted 
by Garner, p. 3.) and in the fragment given by Mansi, p. 1201: 
διὰ τὸν φοροῦντα τὸν φορούμενον σέβω, διὰ τὸν κεκρυμμένον προσκυνῶ τὸν PaLsvo- 
μενον ἀχώριστος τοῦ φαινομένου “εός" διὰ τοῦτο τοῦ μὴ χωριϑομένου τὴν τιμὴν 
οὗ χωρίζω" “ωρίδω τὰς φύσεις, ἀλλ᾽ ive) τὴν προρκύνησν, He preferred 
calling Mary Θεοδόχος or Χριστοτόκος instead of Θεοτύχος, Comp. 
the other passages in the work of Minscher ed. by von Colln, 
Ῥ. 284—86. 

(4) On the external history of this controversy, sec the works 
on ecclesiastical history. It commenced with a correspondence 
between Nestor and Cyrill, in which they charged each other 
with separating and confounding the two natures of Christ. 
Cyrill was supported by Ceelestinus, bishop of Rome, Nestor by 
the eastern bishops in general, and John, bishop of Antioch, in 
particular. In the course of the controversy Nestor declared 
himself willing, even to adopt the term ϑεοτόκος, if properly ex- 
plained. Comp. the Acta, and especially the anathemas them- 
selves in Mansi v. p. 1 ss. and iv. p. 1099. in Mar. Mercator, p. 
142. (Garner ii. 77 ss.) reprinted in Baumgarten’s theologische 
Streitigkeiten, vol. ii. p. 770 ss. Gieseler Lehrb.*der Kirchen- 
gesch. 1. ὃ 88. note 20. Miinscher von Colln, p. 290—95. 

©) The acts of the Synod are given in Mansi iv. p. 1123. 
Fuchs. iy. p- 1 flwg. The synod was overruled by Cyrill. An 
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anti-synod was held under John, bishop of Antioch, in opposi- 
tion to Cyrill and Memnon ; these in their turn excommunicated 
John and his party. The emperor Theodosius at first confirmed 
the sentence of deposition which the two contending parties 
had pronounced upon each cther, but afterwards restricted it 
to Nestor, who was abandoned by all. John of Antioch himself 
was prevailed upon to give his consent to the condemnation of 
his friend after Cyrill had signed a confession of faith which 
more or less contradicted his former anathemas, (comp. Mun- 
scher ed. by von Colln, p. 297.) The consequence was the se- 
paration of the Nestorian party (Chaldean Christians, Thomas- 
Christians) from the catholic church; on the history of the 
Nestorians see J. S. Assemanni, de Syris Nestorianis, in Bibl. 
Orient. Rom. 1728. T.in. P. 2. “ We may call the view of 
Cyrill (according to which the human is changed into the Di- 
vine), the SUPERNATURAL aspect of the union in question, and that 
of Nestor (according to which the two natures are only joined 
together) the MecHaANIc.” Dorner, p. 90. 


§ 101. 
EUTYCHIAN-MONOPHYSITE CONTROVERSY. 


The doctrine which separated the two natures of 
Christ, had been rejected by the condemnation of Nestor. 
But with the growing influence and power of the party 
of Cyrill, which was headed by Dioscurus, Cyrill’s suc- 
cessor,!) the still greater danger arose of confounding, 
instead of separating the said natures. The zeal οἵ 
Eutyches, archimandrite [abbot] of Constantinople, who 
maintained the doctrine of one nature alone of Christ, 
caused new disturbances. Dioscurus endeavoured to 
force the Monophysite doctrine by violent means upon 
the eastern church,@) but both he, and his sentiments 
were at last condemned at the synod of Chalcedon (4. Ὁ. 
451.) In the course of the controversy Leo the Great, 
bishop of Rome, had addressed a letter to Hlavian, 
bishop of Constantinople.) On the basis of this Epis- 
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tola Flaviana the synod pronounced in favour of the doc- 
trine of two natures, which should neither be separated 
nor confounded, and, in order to prevent further errors, 
drew up a confession of faith, which should be binding 
upon all parties. 


“? Respecting his character and violent conduct, especially 
towards Theodoret, see Neander, Kirchengeschichte, ii. 3. p. 
1064 ss. The acts of this controversy are given in Mansi T. vi. 
vu. (Ang. Majo. Script. vett. Coll. T. vii. and ix. Coll. Class. 
Auct. T. x. p. 408 ss.) 

(Ὁ) Hutyches was charged by Eusebius of Doryleeum with the 
revival of Valentinian and Apollinarian errors, and deposed by 
a synod held at Constantinople in the year 449. See Mansi vi. 
p. 694—754. According to the acts of this synod he taught: 
μετὰ τὴν ἐναν)ρώπησιν τοῦ Seod λόγου, τουτέστι μετὼ τὴν γέννησιν τοῦ Κυ- 
ρίου ἡμνῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ, μίων φύσιν προσκυνεῖν καὶ ταύτην Jeod σαρκωϑέντος καὶ 
ἐγαν)ρωπήσαντος, He denied that the flesh of Christ was of the 
same essence (ὁμοούσιος) with ours, though he would not be under- 
stood to teach, that Christ brought his body with him from 
heaven. But when his opponents brought him at last to a 
dilemma, he went so far as to admit the sameness of essence in 
respect to the body. But he could not be induced to confess 
his belief in the existence of two natures, a Divine and a human. 
Me maintained thatthere had been two natures only πρὸ τῆς ἑνώσεως: 
but after that he would acknowledge only one. Concerning the 
agreement subsisting between his doctrine and that of Cyril, 
see Munscher edit. by von Colln, p. 301. 

(Ὁ) These violent proceedings were carried to an extreme 
length at the Synod of Robbers a. Ὁ. 449. (Latrgcinium Ephesi- 
num. σύνοδος λῃστοικὴ) the acts of which may be found in Mansi vi. 
Ρ. 593 ss. Fuchs. iv. p. 340 ss. 

“) The epistle in question is given in Mansi v. p. 1359. (se-. 
parately published by K. Phil. Henke. Helmst. 1780. 4. comp. 
Griesb. opusce. acad. T. i. p.52 ss.) Comp. Miinscher von Colln. 
p. 302. Salva proprietate utriusque nature et substantie et in 
unam cocunte personam, suscepta est a majestate humilitas, a 
virtute infirmitas, ab eeternitate mortalitas; et ad resolvendum 
conditionis nostree debitum natura inviolabilis nature est unita 
passibili, ut quod nostris remediis congruebat, unus atque idem 
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mediator dei et hominum, homo Jesus Christus, et mori posset 
ex uno et mori non posset ex altero. In integra ergo veri ho- 
minis perfectaque natura verus natus est Deus, totus in suis, 
totus in nostris etc. Qui enim verus est Deus, idem verus est 
homo, et nullum est in hac unitate mendacium, dum invicem 
sunt et humilitas hominis et altitudo deitatis. Sicut enim Deus 
non mutatur miseratione, ita homo non consumitur dignitate. 
Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione, quod pro- 
prium est: Verbo scilicet operante, quod verbi est, et carne ex- 
sequente, quod carnis est etc. He then ascribes birth, hunger, 
nakedness, sufferings, death, burial, etc. to the human, the mi- 
racles to the Divine nature ; the passage in John xiv. 28. refers 
to the former, that in John x. 30. to the latter. 

(8) Mansi vil. 108 ss. :..«ἑπόμενοι τοίνυν τοῖς ἁγίοις Ture, eve, καὶ 
τὸν αὐτὸν ὁμολογεῖν υἱὸν τὸν κύριον ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστὸν συμφώνως ἅπαντες 
ἐκδιδάσκομεν, τέλειον τὸν αὐτὸν ἐν ϑεότητι καὶ τέλειον τὸν αὐτὸν ἐν ἀνθοωπότητι, 
Jedv ἀληθῶς καὶ ἄνδρωπον GAnIOS τὸν αὐτὸν ἐκ ψυχῆς λογικῆς καὶ σώματος, 
ὁμοούσιον τῷ Πατρὶ xara τὴν ϑεότητα, ee ὁμοούσιον τὸν αὐτὸν ἡμῖν κατὰ THY hye 
θρωπύτητα, κατὰ πάντα ὅμοιον ἡμῖν χωρὶς ὦ, neve πρὸ αἰώνων μὲν ἐκ τοῦ ἸΤατρὸς 

ch 
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π᾿ ἐσχάτων δὲ τῶν ἡμερῶν τὸν αὐτὸν OF ἡμᾶς 
καὶ διὰ THY ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν ἐκ Μαρίας τῆς moe Evan σῆς ἀεοτύχου κατὰ 
σὴν ἀν)ρωπότητα, ἕνα χαὶ τὸν αὐτὸν Χριστὸν Ὑἱὸν, Kugsov, μονογενῆ ἐκ δύο 
φύσεων (ἐν δύο φύσεσιν)" ἀσυγχύτως, ἀτρέπτως, ἀδιαιρέτως, ἀχωιρίστως 
γνωριζόμενον" οὐδαμοῦ τῆς τῶν φύσεων διαφορᾶς ἀνῃρημένης διὰ τὴν ἕνωσιν, 
σωζομένης δὲ μᾶλλον τῆς ἰδιότητος ἑκατέρας φύσεως καὶ εἰς ἕν πρόσωπον καὶ 
μίαν ὑπόστασιν συντρεχούσης" οὖκ εἰς δύο πρόσωπα μεριζόμενον, ἢ διαιρούμενον, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἕνα καὶ roy αὐτὸν ὙἹὸν καὶ μονογενῆ, Sedv λόγον, κύριον ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστόν" 
καάπερ ᾿ἄνωδεν οἱ προφῆται περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ αὐτὸς ἡμᾶς ᾿Τησοῦς Χριστὸς 
ἐξεπαίδευσε' καὶ τὸ τῶν πατέρων ἡμῖν παραδέδωκε σύμβολον. 

We cannot fail to perceive a dogmatic parallel between the 
decisions of this synod respecting the nature of Christ, and 
those of the council of Nice, with this difference only, thai the 
latter understood by Φύσις that which belongs to each nature se- 
parately, but by ὑπόστασις, πρόσωπον, that which both have in com- 


mon ; the reverse is the case in the decisions of the ‘synod of 
Chalcedon. 


4 Concerning the different reading comp. Mansi p. 106. 775.840. Walch 
bibl. symb. p. 106, 


PROGRESS OF THE CONTROVERSY. 


b> 
~I 
€O 


8. 102. 
PROGRESS OF THE CONTROVERSY.—THEOPASCHITISM. 


But the authority of the decision of the Synod of 
Chalcedon was not at once generally acknowledged. 
Many conflicts ensued ) before the doctrine of “ two 
natures in one person” was received as the orthodox doc- 
trine of the church, and finally inserted into what is 
commonly called the Athanasian Creed.@) The exact 
medium however between the two extreme views was 
not strictly preserved. Jor by the admission of a new 
clause, viz. that one of the Divine persons had been cru- 
cified (Theopaschitism), into the creed of the fifth cecu- 
menical synod (a. pv. 553.)@) the Monophysite notion 
gained the ascendency within the pale of the church. 


(.) The Henoticon of the Emperor Zeno, a. ἡ. 482, in Evagr. 
111. 6. 14. (separately published by Berger, Wittemb. 1723. 4.) 
was intended to bring about a reconciliation between the con- 
tending parties, but was not followed by any permanent success. 
Comp. Jablonsky, Diss. de Henotico Zenonis. Francof. ad 
Viadr. 1737. 4. Miunscher v. Colln, p. 306. 7. 

@.) Symb. Athan. pars 1.—(Comp. ὃ 97.) 

27. Sed necessarium est ad eternam salutem, ut incarnatio- 
nem quoque Domini nostri Jesu Christi fideliter credat. 28. Est 
ergo fides recta, ut credamus et confiteamur, quia Dominus 
noster Jesus Christus, Dei filius, Deus pariter et homo est. 
Deus est ex substantia Patris ante szecula genftus: homo ex 
substantia matris in seculo natus. 30. Perfectus deus, perfectus 
homo, ex anima rationali et humana carne subsistens. 31. 
AXqualis Patri secundum divinitatem, minor Patre secundum — 
humanitatem. 32. Qui licet deus sit et homo, non duo tamen, 
sed unus est Christus. 33. Unus autem non conversione divini- 
tatis in carnem, sed assumtione humanitatis in Deum. 34. Unus 
omnino non confusione substantiarum, sed unitate persone. 
35. Nam sicut anima rationaligs et caro unus est homo, ita et 
deus et homo unus est Christus. 36. Qui passus est pro salute 


280 THE AGE OF POLEMICS. 


nostra, descendit ad inferos, tertia die resurrexit a mortuis, 37. 
ascendit in ceelos, sedet ad dexteram Patris, inde venturus judi- 
care vivos et mortuos. 38. Ad cujus adventum omnes homines 
resurgere debent cum corporibus suis et reddituri sunt de factis 
propriis rationem. 39. Et qui bona egerunt, ibunt in vitam 
ceternam: qui vero mala, inignem eternum. 40. Heec est fides 
catholica, quam nisi quisquam fideliter firmiterque crediderit, 
salvus esse non poterit. 

©) Peter Fullo (ὁ γναφεὺς) was the first who introduced the 
clause ϑεὸς ἐσταυρώϑη into the Trishagion. [On the τρισάγιον see 
Gieseler, 1. 6.1. § 110. note 12.] He was however banished by 
an imperial decree about the year 470.—In the year 533 Jus- 
tinian pronounced the phrase wnwm crucifixum esse ex sancta 
et consubstantiali Trinitate to be orthodox, (Cod. u. 1. Tit. 1. 
6.); he did soin accordance with John II. bishop of Rome, but 
in opposition to his predecessor Hormisdas.—The decree of the 
council is given in Mansi ix. p. 304: E/ τις οὐχ ὁμολογεῖ τὸν ἐσταυρω- 
μένον σαρκὶ Kibgioy ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦν Χριστὸν εἶναι ϑεὸν ἀληδϑινὸν καὶ κύριον τῆς δόξης, 
καὶ ἕνα τῆς ἁγίας τρίαδος" ὁ τοιοῦτος ἀνάϑεμο eorw.—This victory of the 
advocates of Theopaschitism was only the counterpart of the 
one which the friends of the phrase ϑεοτόκος had gained in former 
years. Thus such expressions as “ God is born, God died,” 
came gradually into use in dogmatic theology. It was in this 
sense that, e. g. the author of the soliloquia anime (which may 
be found in the works of Augustine) c. 1. offered the following 
prayer: Manus tue, Domine, fecerunt me et plasmaverunt me, 
manus inquam ill, que affixe clavis sunt pro me. 


8 103. 


VARIOUS FEATURES OF THE MONOPHYSITE DOCTRINE. 
APHTHARDOCETZAZ, PHTHARTOLATRI, AGN@TZA. 


Gieseler, J. C. £., commentatio, qua monophysitarum veterum varie de 
Christi persona opiniones inprimis ex ipsorum effatis recens editis illus- 
trantur. Parts I. 11, Gott. 1838. IY. 


The Monophysites themselves were not agreed on 
the question whether Christ possessed a corruptible, or 
an incorruptible body? The Phthartolatri (Severians ) 
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maintained the former, the Aphthardocete (Julianists ) 
asserted the latter, in accordance with their opinions re- 
specting the nature of Christ. Different views obtained 
among the Aphthardocetz themselves on the question 
whether Christ’s body was created, or not, and led to 
the formation of two distinct parties, the A¢tistolatri and 
the A&stitete. 'The omniscience of Christ necessarily 
followed from the Monophysite doctrine. The assertion 
therefore of Themistius, deacon of Alexandria, that the 
man Jesus had been ignorant of many things (Agnoetism, 
Mark xiii. 32; Luke 11. 52 ;) was rejected by the strict 
Monophysites. 


(1) Sources: Leont. Byzant. (in Gallandii Bibl. Patr. xii.) 
Niceph. Callisti lib. xvii. Guieseler (in the 2nd Part of the dis- 
sertation cited before) endeavours to prove, that the view of the 
Julianists was by no means purely Docetic, but allied to that 
taken by Clement of Alexandria, Hilary, Gregory of Nyssa, 
etc., and also bore resemblance to the opinions entertained by 
Apollinaris. Xenajas (Philoxenus), bishop of Hierapolis, who 
was the contemporary of Julian, bishop of Halicarnassus, ap- 
pears as the representative of this view, comp. p. 7. Different 
meanings were attached to the word Φϑορὰ, which was made at 
one time to denote the frailty of the living body, and its sus- 
ceptibility of undergoing sufferings, at another to signify the 
dissolubility of the corpse ; ibidem, p. 4. 


Though the orthodox church was far from giving the least countenance to 
Docetism, yet the ideas entertained by Origen in the preceding period 
(see § 66. note 6.) viz. that Christ rose from the tomb with a glorified 
body, found many more friends in the present period. Not only Hilary, 
whose views, generally speaking, come nearest to those of the Doceta, 
but also Chrysostom, Theodoret, and most of the eastern theologians, 
with the exception of Ephraim the Syrian, Gregory of Nyssa, and Cyrill 
of Jerusalem, more or less adopted the notion of Origen. Thus Chry- 
sostom says in reference to John xxi. 10: ἐφαίνετο γὰρ ἄλλῃ μορφῇ, ἄλλῃ 
φωνῇ, ἄλλῳ σχήματι ; in support of his opinion he appealed especially to the 
appearance of Christ when the doors were shut, etc. On the other 
hand, the last mentioned Fathers of the eastern church, as well as the 
western theologians, Jerome in particular, asserted that Christ pos- 
sessed the very same body both prior and anterior to his resurrection. 
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Cyrill firmly maintains that Christ was ἐν σύματι παχεῖ, Augustine and 
Leo the Great, on the contrary, endeavoured to reconcile the notion of 
the identity of Christ’s body with the idea of its glorification. Thus Leo 
says in Sermo 69. de resurrect. dom. No. 4. (T. i. p. 73): resurrectio 
Domini non finis carnis, sed commutatio fuit, nec virtutis augmento con- 
sumta substantia est. Qualitas transiit, non natura defecit et factum est 
corpus impassibile, immortale, incorruptibile .... nihil remansit in 
carne Christi infirmum, ut et ipsa sit per essentiam et non sit ipsa per 
gloriam. Gregory the Great and others used similar language. Most 
of the theologians of this period also adhered to the opinion, that Christ 
had quickened himself by his own power, in opposition to the notion en- 
tertained by the Arians, viz. that the Father had raised him from the 
dead. For the doctrine of the two natures in Christ led them to ima- 
gine, that the union subsisting between the Divine and the human was 
so intimate and permanent, that both his body and soul, after their natu- 
ral separation by death, continued to be connected with his Divine na- 
ture, the one in the grave, the other in Hades, Nor did Christ stand 
in need of the angel to roll away the stone; this took place only in con- 
sequence of his resurrection. His ascension was likewise brought about 
by an independent act of his Divine nature, but not by a miracle wrought 
by the Father upon him, (generally speaking theologians were accustom- 
ed at this time to consider the miracles of Christ as effects produced by 
‘his Divine nature.) The cloud which formerly enveloped all the events 
of Christ’s life, was now changed into a triumphal car (ὄχημα) which 
angels accompanied. Comp. Athan. de assumt. dom., and for further 
particulars see Miller, 1. c. p. 40 ss. p. 83 ss. 


S 104. 
THE DOCTRINE OF TWO WILLS IN CHRIST.—MONOTHELITES. 


Combefisti, T., historia Monothelitarum in the second volume of his Nov. 
Auctuariam Bibl. PP. grzeco-latin, Par. 1648. f. 


The attempt made by the Emperor Heraclius in the 
seventh century, to re-unite the Monophysites with the 
catholic church, led to the controversy respecting the 
two wills in Christ which was allied to that concerning 
his natures.(':) In accordance with Cyrus, patriarch of 
Alexandria, the emperor hoping to reconcile the two 
parties, adopted the doctrine of only one Divine-human 
energy (ἐνεργέια), and of one volition in Christ.?) But 
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Sophronius, an acute monk of Palestine, and afterwards 
patriarch of Jerusalem (a.p. 635), endeavoured to show 
that this doctrine was inadmissible, since the doctrine of 
two natures set forth by the synod of Chalcedon neces- 
sarily implied that of two wills.6) After several fruit- 
less attempts had been made to establish the Monotho- 
lite doctrine,“4) the sixth cecumenical council of Constan- 
tinople (A. p. 680), with the co-operation of the bishop 
of Rome,-) adopted the doctrine of two wills, and two 
energies as the orthodox doctrine, but decided that the 


human will should always be regarded as subordinate to 
the Divine.) 


(1) In this way the controversy was removed from the pro- 
vince of pure metaphysics to that of Christian ethics, and touch- 
ed upon questions which more properly belong to anthropology. 
But this did not affect the thing itself. 

?) When the Emperor Heraclius, in the course of his campaign 
against Persia, passed through Armenia and Syria, he came to 
an understanding with the Monophysite leaders of the Seve- 
rians and Jacobites, and induced Sergius, the orthodox patriarch 
of Constantinople, to give his assent to the doctrine of ἕν ϑέλημα 
καὶ μία ἐνέργειω, OF Of an ἐνέργεια Szcvdging, Cyrus (a Monophysite) 
whom the Emperor had appointed patriarch of Alexandria, ef- 
fected at a synod held in that town a. ἢ. 633. a union between 
the different parties. The acts of this synod are given by Mansi 
Conc. xi. p. 564 ss., as well as the letters of Cyrus, ibid. p. 
561. 

(5) Sophronii Synodica which is given in Mansi xi. 461. Those 
Monophysites who maintained the doctrine of two natures, and 
of only one will, were quite as inconsistent as most of the ortho- 
dox theologians in the Arian controversy, who held that the Son 
was of the same essence with the Father, but asserted the sub- 
ordination of the Spirit. 

(-) The Emperors of Greece endeavoured at first to settle the 
matter amicably, by the ἔχϑεσις of Heraclius (a. p. 638), and the 
τύπος of Constans II. (a. ἢ. 648.) see Mansi x. p. 992. p. 1029 ss. 
Constans prohibited all farther disputes on the point in ques- 
tion. Afterwards Pope Martin I. and Maximus were treated with 
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the greatest cruelty; for further particulars see Neander, Kir- 
chengesch. iii. p. 377 ss. 

©) Pope Honortus was in favour of the union, but his succes- 
sors Severinus, and John LV. opposed it. The latter condemned 
the doctrine of the Monothelites, and Pope Theodore excom- 
municated Paul, patriarch of Constantinople, till the doctrine of 
two wills and two energies was at last adopted at the first synod 
of the Lateran held under Pope Martin I. in the year 649. see 
Mansi x. p. 863 ss.: Si quis secundum scelerosos hereticos cum 
una voluntate et una operatione, que ab hereticis impie confi- 
tetur, et duas voluntates, pariterque et operationes, hoc est, di- 
vinam et humanam, que in ipso Christo Deo in unitate salvan- 
tur, et a sanctis patribus orthodoxe in ipso preedicantur, denegat 
et respuit, condemnatus sit. (comp. Gieseler 1. c. § 128. note 
15.) 

©) This synod was summoned by Constantinus Pogonatus. 
The decision of the synod was based upon the epistle of Pope 
Agatho, which was itself founded upon the canons of the above 
synod of the Latin church (Agathonis ep. ad Imperatores in 
Mansi xi. 233—286); Agatho expressed in it his belief in duas 
naturales voluntates et duas naturales operationes, non contra- 
rias, nec adversas, nec separatas etc. This was followed by the 
decision of the council itself, see Mansi xi. 631 ss. Miinscher 
edit. by von Colln 11. p. 80.: Δύο φυσικὰς ϑελήσεις ἤτοι ϑελήματα ἐν 
Χριστῷ καὶ δύο φυσικὰς ἐνεργείας ἀδιαι!ιρέτως, ἀτρέπτως, ἀμερίστως, 
εἰ συγχύτως, κατὰ τὴν τῶν ἁγίων πατέρων διδασκαλίαν κηρύττομεν" καὶ δύο 
φυσικὰ ϑελήματα οὐχ ὑπεναντία, μὴ γένοιτο, καθὼς οἱ ἀσεβεῖς ἔφησαν 
αἱρετικοί" ἀλλ᾽ ἑπόμενον τὸ ἀνδρώπινον αὑτοῦ ϑέλημα, καὶ μὴ ἀντιπίπτον, ἢ dv 
σιπαλαῖὸν, μᾶλλον μὲν οὖν καὶ ὑποτασσόμενον τῷ “είῳ αὐτοῦ καὶ πανσϑενεῖ 3:- 
ληματι.--: 

Respecting the insufficiency of these, and the indefiniteness 
of the other canons of the council see Dorner, p. 99 ss. The re- 
formers did not recognize the decisions of this council. The 
Monothelites (Pope Honorius included) were condemned. They 
continued to exist as a distinct sect in the mountains of Lebanon 
and Antilebanon under the name of Maronites (which was de- 
rived from their leader, the Syrian abbot Marun, who lived 
about the year 701.) Comp. Neander 1, c. p. 398. 
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8 105. 


PRACTICO-RELIGIOUS IMPORTANCE OF CHRISTOLOGY DURING 
THIS PERIOD. 


The sight of these manifold controversies, in which 
the person of the Redeemer 15 made the object of pas- 
sionate conflicts, is certainly far from being pleasant. 
Still it is cheering to see, how the faith of Christians in 
those times was both supported by that idea of the 
Godman, which was above all such strife, and how it 
gave to the doctrine of the one and undivided person of 
Christ its due import. 


« All the Fathers agreed, as vt were with one accord, that not 
only that limited importance 18 attached to the person of Christ, 
which belongs to every tndividual in history, but that he stands 
in an essential relation to the WHOLE HUMAN RACE; on this ac- 
count alone they could make αὶ SINGLE INDIVIDUAL the subject of 
an article of faith, and ascribe to him a lasting and eternal im- 
portance relative to our race.” Dorner, 1. ὁ. p. 78. 


SECOND DIVISION. 


DOCTRINES RESPECTING ANTHROPOLOGY. 
8 106. > 
ON MAN IN GENERAL. 


The more distinctly the pre-existence of the Son was 
asserted in connection with the idea of a Divine hypos- 
tasis, the more necessary it became to guard against 
every thing which would seem to favour the notion, that 
the case of man was somewhat analogous to that of 
Christ. Hence Origen’s doctrine of the pre-existence 
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of the human soul, which none but Memesius and Pru- 
dentius ventured any longer to defend,() was rejected 
as erroneous.) Some writers still adhered to the theory 
of ‘Tertullian respecting the propagation of the soul per 
traducem (Traducianism, comp. § 55.), which was in 
one respect favourable to the doctrine of original sin. 
But during the present period another scheme came to 
be more generally adopted, which 1s known under 
the name of Creatianism. Its advocates thought that 
every human soul was created as such, and at a cer- 
tain moment of time united with the body developing 
itself in the womb. Others again preferred avoiding all 
definitions of this kind.@) In the West the threefold di- 
vision of man (§ 54.) gave way to the simple division 
into body and soul, on the mutual relation of which dif- 
ferent views obtained among the Fathers of the present 
period.) Nor did they agree in their opinions respect- 
ing the image of God, though most of them admitted that 
it consisted in the intellectual faculties of man, in his 
capacity of knowing God, and in the authority which he 
exercises over the irrational creation.(-) There were 
still some who imagined that the image was also reflect- 
ed in the body of man ; but while the Audiani perverted 
this notion in support of gross anthropomorphism,©:) 
others gave to it a spiritual interpretation. The immor- 
tality of the soul was generally believed; Lactantius 
however did not regard it as as the natural property of 
the soul, but as the reward of virtue. 


() The former did so as philosopher (de humana natura 2. p. 
76 ss. of the Oxford edit.), the latter as poet (Cathemerin. hymn. 
x. v. 161—168.) , 

@) Cone, Const. a. p. 540. see Mansi ix. p. 590 gg. : Η ἐκκλησία 
τοῖς “δ είοις ἑπομένη λόγοις φάσκει τὴν Ψυχὴν συνδημιουργηϑῆναι τῷ σώματι" καὶ 
οὗ τὸ μὲν πρότερον, τὸ δὲ ὕστερον, κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ωριγένους φρενοβλάβειαν. 

(3) Lactantius maintains Inst. ii. 18., that the soul is born with 
the body, and distinctly opposes Traducianism, de opif. Dei ad 
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Demetr. c. 19.: Hlud quoque venire in questionem potest, utrum 
anima ex patre, an potius ex matre, an vero ex utroque genere- 
tur. Nihil enim ex his tribus verum est, quia neque ex utro- 
que, neque ex alterutro seruntur anime. Corpus enim ex cor- 
poribus nasci potest, quoniam confertur aliquid ex utroque ; de 
animis anima non potest, quia ex re tenui et incomprehensibili 
nihil potest decedere. Itaque serendarum animarum ratio uni 
ac soli Deo subjacet. 
“ Denique ceelesti sumus omnes semine oriundi, 
Omnibus 1116 idem pater est” 

ut ait Lucretius: nam de mortalibus non potest quidquam nisi 
mortale generari, nec putari pater debet, qui transfudisse aut 
inspirasse animam de sua nullo modo sentit; nec, si sentiat, 
quando tamen et quomodo id fiat, habet animo comprehensum. 
Ex quo apparet, non a parentibus dari animas, sed ab uno eodem- 
que omnium Deo patre, qui legem rationemque nascendi tenet 
solus, siquidem solus efiicit ; nam terreni parentis nihil est, nisi 
ut humorem corporis, in quo est materia nascendi, cum sensu 
voluptatis emittat vel recipiat, et citra hoc opus homo resistit, 
nec quidguam amplius potest, ideo nasci sibi filios optant, quia 
non ipsi faciunt. Cetera jam Dei sunt omnia: scilicet concep- 
tus 1086 et corporis informatio et inspiratio anime et partus in- 
columis et queecunque deinceps ad hominem conservandum va- 
lent: dius munus est, quod spiramus, quod vivimus, quod 
vigemus:—In opposition to Traducianism he appeals to the fact, 
that intelligent parents have sometimes stupid children, and 
vice versa, which could not well be ascribed to the influence of 
the stars!—In accordance with this opinion Hilary asserts 
Tract. in Ps. xci. ὃ 3.: Quotidie animarum origenes occulta et 
incognita nobis divinee virtutis molitione procedunt. Pelagius 
and the Semipelagians Cassian and Gennadius adopted substan- 
tially the same view, see Wiggers, Augustin und Pelagius, 1. p. 
149. 11. p. 854. Pelagius taught (in Symb. quoted by Mansi iv. 
p- 355.): animas a Deo dari credimus, quas ab ipso factas dici- 
mus, anathematizontes cos, qui animas quasi partem divine di- 
cunt esse substantie ; Augustine agreed with him as far as the 
negative aspect of this proposition was concerned, Retract. 1. 1.: 
(Deus) animum non de se ipso genuit, sed de re nulla alia con- 
didit, sicut condidit corpus e terra; this refers however in the 
first place to the creation of our first parents. But he did not 
expressly state, whether he thought that the soul was newly 
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created in every instance; on the contrary, he declined to inves- 
tigate this point: Nam quod attinet ad ejus (animi) originem, 
qua fit ut sitin corpore, utrum de illo uno sit, qui primum crea- 
tus est, quando factus est homo in animam vivam, an semper ita 
fiant singulis singuli, nee tune sciebam (in his treatise contra 
Academicos) nec adhuc scio. Comp. Ep. 140. (al. 120.) ad 
Honorat. (T. u. p. 320.)—The phrase mentioned before (No. 
2.) τὴν Ψυχὴν cuvdnusnveynsiva: τῷ σώματι, which was used by 
the Greek church, and is also found in the works of Theo- 
doret (fab. her. v. 9. p. 414.) implies the doctrine com- 
monly called Creatianism. Yet Traducianism continued to 
be professed not only by heterodox writers, 6. g. Euno- 
mius and Apollinaris, but also some orthodox theologians, such 
as Gregory of Nyssa, de hom. opif. c. 29. He directs our at- 
tention to the fact, that body and soul belong essentially to- 
gether, and cannot be possibly imagined to be separated from 
each other: ᾿Αλλ’ ἑνὸς ὄντος τοῦ ἀν)ρώπου, τοῦ διὰ ψυχῆς τε καὶ σώματος 
συνεστηκχότος, μίαν αὐτοῦ καὶ κοινὴν τῆς συστάσεως τὴν ἀρχὴν ὑποτίϑεσλ α,, ὡς 
ἂν μὴ αὐτὸς ἑαυτοῦ προγενέστερός τε καὶ νεώτερος γένοιτο, τοῦ μὲν σωματικοῦ 
προτερεύοντος ἐν αὐτῷ, τοῦ δὲ ἑτέρου ἐφυστερίζοντος, etc. which he proves 
by analogies drawn from nature. ‘The views of Anastasius Si- 
naita on this point are very carnal (Hom. in Bandini monum. 
eccles. gr. Τὶ 1. p. 54. in Minscher von Colln, i. p. 332.) : τὸ μὲν 
σῶμα ἐκ τῆς γυναικείας γῆς καὶ almoros συνίσταται" ἡ δὲ «ψυχὴ διὰ τῆς σπορᾶς, 


ὥσπερ διά τινος ἐμφυσήματος ἐκ τοῦ ἀν)ρώπου ἀῤῥήτως μεταδίδοτα. Αο- 
cording to Jerome, Ep. 78. ad Marcellin. (Opp. T. iv. p. 642. 
ap. Erasm. 11. Ὁ. 318) even maxima pars occidentalium entertain- 
ed the opinion, ut quomodo corpus ex corpore, sic anima nas- 
catur ex anima et simili cum brutis animantibus conditione sub- 
sistat. But Jerome himself rejects all other systems, and desig- 
nates Creatianism as the orthodox doctrine.* Epist.ad Pammach. 
(Opp. T. iv. p. 318. ap. Erasm. 11, p. 170): quotidie Deus fabri- 
catur animas, cujus velle fecisse est et conditor esse non cessat— 
......Noli despicere bonitatem figuli tui, qui te plasmavit et fecit 
ut voluit. Ipse est Dei virtus et Dei sapientia, qui in utero vir- 
ginis edificavit sibidomum. The advocates of Creatianism saw 


@ Leo the Great likewise declares it to be the doctrine of the church, (Ep. 
15. ad Turrib. Opp. Quesnel p. 229, quoted in Miinscher ed. by von COlln, p. 
331. No. 11): Catholica fides... .omnem hominem in corporis et anime 
substantiam formari intra materna viscera confitetur. 


ON MAN IN GENERAL. 289 


in the birth of every human being something analogous to the 
miracle of Christ’s incarnation, without identifying the one with 
the other (which Jerome would have been the last to do); those 
who adopted Traducianism were compelled to consider Christ’s 
birth as an exception to the rule; but even this exception re- 
quired some restriction on account of the equality subsisting 
between his human nature and ours. Many theologians there- 
fore preferred obviating these difficulties by following Augus- 
tine’s example, who pointed out the impossibility of compre- 
hending the origin of existence. Thus Gregory the Great, Epp. 
vii. 59. ad Secundinum (Opp. ii. p. 970) says: Sed de hac re dul- 
cissiina mihi tua caritas sciat, quia de origine anime inter sanc- 
tos Patres requisitio non parva versata est; sed utrum ipsa ab 
Adam descenderit, an certe singulis detur, incertum remansit, 
eamque in hac vita insolubilem fassi sunt esse quastionem. 
Gravis enim est questio, nec valet ab homine comprehendi, quia 
si de Adam substantia cum carne .nascitur, cur non etiam cum 
carne moritur? Si vero cum carne non nascitur, cur in ea 
carne, que de Adam prolata est, obligata peccatis tenetur? (he 
thus deduces Traducianism from the doctrine of original sin, 
the correctness of which he assumes, while the latter, on the 
contrary, was generally inferred from the former.) 

“) Hilary of Poitiers asserts in Matth. can. v. ὃ 8. that the 
soul, whether in the body or out of the body, must always pre- 
serve its corporeal substance, because everything that is created, 
must exist in some form or other (in aliquo sit necesse est.) 
This sentiment reminds us of the notions of Tertullian. But 
elsewhere he looks upon the soul as a spiritual, incorporeal 
being. Comp. in Ps. li. § 7. in cxxix. ὃ 6. (nihil in se habens 
corporale, nihil terrenum, nihil grave, nihil caducum.) Augus- 
tine frankly acknowledges the difficulty of defining the relation 
in which the soul stands to the body, de morib. eccles. cath. c. 
4: Difficile est istam controversiam dijudicare, aut si ratione 
facile, oratione longum est. Quem laborem ac moram susci- 
pere ac subire non opusest. Sive enim utrumque sive anima 
sola nomen hominis teneat, non est hominis optimum quod op- 
timum est corporis, sed quod aut corpori simul et anime aut 
soli anime optimum est, id est optimum hominis.—On the psy- 
chological views of Augustine comp. Schleiermacher, Geschichte 
der Philosophie, p. 169 ss., on those of Claudius Mammertus 
and Boéthius, ibid. p. 174. 

U 
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6) Greg. Nyss. in verba: faciamus hominem. Orat. 1. Opp. 1. 
Ῥ. 143: ποιήσωμεν avdowmov κατ᾽ εἰκόνα ἡμετέραν" τουτέστι, δώσομεν αὐτῷ 
λόγου περιουσίαν... οὐ yao τὰ πάϑη εἰς τὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ εἰκόνω TageAno In, ἀλλ᾽ 
ὁ λογισμὸς τῶν πωλῶν δεσπότης. Athanasius speaks in the same man- 
ner Orat. contra Gent. ὃ 2. Cyrill. Hier. Cat. xiv. 10. The do- 
minion over the animals was included. Gregory, 1. ὁ. says: 
ὅπου ἡ τοῦ ἄρχειν δύναμις, ἐκεῖ ἡ τοῦ Θεοῦ einwy, Comp. Theodoret in 
genes. quest. 20. Chrys. hom. vil. in Genes, Opp. ii. p. 65 58. 
Aug. de catechizandis rudib. xvii. 20. de genesi contra Manich. 
c. 17. de Trin. xii. 2.—The Semipelagians Gennadius and Faus- 
tus made a distinction between imago and similitudo, see Wig- 
gers, 11. p. 356. °* 

(6) Audceus (Udo) who lived at the commencement of the 
fourth century in Mesopotamia, a rigid and zealous ascetic, seems 
to have fallen into these errors through his essentially practical 
tendency. Comp. Epiph. her. 70., who speaks very mildly of 
Audzus and his followers: (οὔ τὶ ἔχων παρηλλαγμένον τῆς πίστεως, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὀρλότατα μὲν πιστεύων αὐτός τε καὶ οἱ ἅμα αὐτῷ) Theodoret takes 
the opposite view hist. eccles. iv. 10. (καινῶν εὑρετὴς δογμάτων.) comp. 
fab. her. iv. 10. Schroder. Diss. de heeresi Audianor. Marb. 716. 
4, Neander, Kirchengeschichte 1]. 3. p. 1465 ss. 

7) Lact. Instit. div. vii. 5. (in Miinscher von Colln, p. 336. 
comp. p. 338.) Nemesius likewise (cap. i. p. 15.) accedes in this 
point to the opinion of the earlier Greek theologians : Ἑβραῖοι δὲ 
τὸν ἄνϑρωπον ἐξ ἀρχῆς οὔτε ϑνητὸν ὁμολογουμένως, οὔτε ἀϑάνοωτον γεγενῆσϑαί 
φασιν ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μεϑορίοις ἑκατέρας φύσεως, ἵνα ἂν μὲν τοῖς σωματικοῖς ἀκολουϑλήσῃ 
USO, περιπέσῃ καὶ ταῖς σωματικαῖς μεταβολαῖς" ἐὰν δὲ τὰ τῆς Ψυχῆς προ- 


τιμήσῃ καλὰ, τῆς ὠϑανασίας ἀξιωδῇ x. τ΄. A. 
§ 107. 


ON THE DOCTRINE OF SIN IN GENERAL. 


Concerning the origin of sin, the generally received 
opinion was, that it is to be ascribed to the will of 
man, and stands in the most intimate connection with 
his moral freedom. Augustine himself defended this doc- 
trine (at least in his earlier writings),(.) which was op- 
posed to the Manichzan notion, that evil is inherent in 
matter. Lactantius, on the contrary, manifested a strong 


ee 
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leaning towards Manicheism by designating the body as 
the seat and organ of sin.) The ascetic practices then 
so common among Christians, sufficiently indicate, that 
the church tacitly approved of this view. Athanasius 
regarded sin as something negative, and believed it to 
consist in the blindness and indolence of man, which pre- 
vent him from elevating himself to God. Similar (ne- 
gative) definitions were given by Basil the Great, and 
Gregory of Nyssa.?) But sin was most frequently look- 
ed upon as opposition to the law of God, and rebellion 
against his holy will, analogous to the sin of Adam, which 
was now generally admitted to be a historical fact (con- 
trary to the allegorical interpretation of Origen.)(+) 


.) Aug. de duab. animab. contra Manich. ὃ 12.: Colligo 
nusquam nisi in voluntate esse peccatum—de lib. arb. 111, 49.: 
ipsa voluntas est prima causa peccandi.—In many other pas- 
sages he regards sin from the negative point of view as a con- 
versio a major1 bono ad minus bonum, defectio ab eo, quod summe 
est, ad id, quod minus est, perversitas voluntatis a summa sub- 
stantia detorte in infimum. See the passages in Julius Miller, 
die Lehre von der Siinde i. p. 340 ss. 

(2) Lact. Inst. div. ii. 12. vi. 13. de ira Dei 15: Nemo esse 
sine delicto potest, quamdiu indumento carnis oneratus est. 
Cujus infirmitas triplici modo subjacet dominio peccati, factis, 
dictis, cogitationibus. 

(8) Athan. contra gent. 4. (Opp. i. p. 4.): ὄντα δὲ ἐστι τὰ καλὰ, 
οὖκ ὄντα δὲ τὰ φαῦλο" ὄντα Of φημι τὼ HAAG, καϑότι ἐκ τοῦ ὄντος Jeol" τὰ 
παραδείγματα ἔχει" οὖκ ὄντα δὲ τὰ κακὼ λέγω, καθότι ἐπινοίαις ὧν» 
Ὡρώπων οὐκ ὄντα ἀναπέπλασται" ibid. ο. 7. Ῥ. 7. : ὅτι τὸ χακὸν οὐ παρὸ 
Jeo οὐδὲ ἐν ϑεῷ, οὔτε ἐξ ἀρχῆς γέγονεν, οὔτε οὐσία τίς ἐστιν αὐτοῦ" 
ἀλλὰ ἄνθρωποι κατὰ στέρησιν τῆς τοῦ καλοῦ φαντασίας ἑαυτοῖς ἐπινοεῖν ἤρξαντο 
καὶ ἀναπλάττειν τὼ οὐκ ὄντα καὶ ἅπερ βούλονται, Comp. that which 
follows. Athanasius traces the evil propensity of man to in- 
dolence, ὁ. 3. p. 3: οἱ δὲ ἄνδρωποι κατολιγωρήσαντες τῶν χρειττόνων, καὶ 
ὀχνήσαντες περὶ τὴν τούτων κατάληψιν, τὰ ἐγγυτέρω μᾶλλον ἑαυτῶν ἐζήτησαν. 
Indolence is connected with sensuality, because it does not go 
beyond the bodily and the visible. Comp. the subsequent part 
of the chapter. In the same manner Basil M. hexa¢meron hom. 
il. p. 19. (Paris edit. 1638.) says: οὐ μὴν οὐδὲ παρὰ Θεοῦ τὸ κακὸν τὴν 


292 THE AGE OF POLEMICS. 


γένεσιν ἔχειν εὐσεβές ἐστι λέγειν, διὰ τὸ μηδὲν τῶν ἐναντίων παρὰ τοῦ ἐναντίου 
yiveodou, οὔτε γὰρ ἡ Can Δάνατον γεννᾷ, οὔτε 6 σχότος φωτός ἐστιν ἀρχὴ, οὔτε 
ἢ νόσος ὑγείας δημιουργός. .΄. .. τί οὖν φαωεν; ὅτι κακόν ἔστιν οὐχὶ οὐσίᾳ 
ζῶσα καὶ ἔμψυχος, ἀλλὰ διάλεσις ἐν ψυχῇ ἐναντίως ἔχουσα πρὸς ἀρετὴν διὼ 
σὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ καλοῦ ὠπόπτωσιν τοῖς ῥῳλύμοις ἐγγινομένη.---ΕΟὙΘΡΌΓΥ οἵ 
Nyssa orat. catechet. c. 5. (Opp. ili. p. 53): καθάπερ γὰρ ἡ ὅρασις 
φύσεών ἐστιν ἐνέργεια, ἡ δὲ πήρωσις στέρησίς ἐστι τῆς φυσικῆς ἐνεργείως, οὕτως 
καὶ ἡ ἀρετὴ πρὸς τὴν καχίαν ἀνδέστηκεν" οὗ γὰρ ἐστιν ἄλλην κακίας γένεσιν 
ἐννοῆσαι, ἢ ὠρετῆς ἀπουσίαν, Comp. c. 6. c. 22. 6. 28. and the dial. 
de anima et resurrectione. 

() Augustine however endeavours to reconcile the mystic in- 
terpretation of paradise with the historical, de civit. Dei xii. 21. 


8. 108. 


CONSEQUENCES OF THE FIRST SIN, AND FREEDOM OF THE 
WILL (ACCORDING TO THE THEOLOGIANS OF THE GREEK 
CHURCH. ) 


A. Huhn, Ephrem der Syrer iiber die Willensfreiheit des Menschen, nebst 
den Theorien derjenigen Kirchenlehrer bis zu seiner Zeit, welche hier 
besondere Beriicksichtigung verdienen. (in Iligens Denkschrift der hist. 
theol. Gesellschaft zu Leipzig. Part 2. Leipz. 1819. p. 30 ss.) 


Even those theologians who kept themselves free from 
the influence of the Augustinian system, supposed that 
the sin of Adam was followed by disastrous effects upon 
the human race, but restricted them (as the Fathers of 
the preceding period had done) to the mortality of the 
body, the hardships and miseries of life, and sometimes 
admitted that the moral faculties of man had been affect- 
ed by the fall. Thus Gregory of Nazianzum in particu- 
lar (to whom Augustine appealed in preference of all 
others) thought that both the ws; and the ψυχὴ had been 
considerahly impaired by the fall, and regarded the per- 
version of man’s sentiments and its consequence, idolatry, 
which the writers previous to his time had ascribed to 
the influence of demons, as the effect of the first sin. 
But he was far from supposing the total depravity of 
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mankind, and the entire loss of the free will.4.)) On the 
contrary, the doctrine of the freedom of the will con- 
tinued to be distinctly maintained by the Greek church.@” 
Athanasius himself, commonly called the father of ortho- 
doxy, asserted in the strongest terms that man has the 
ability of choosmg between good and evil, and was so 
far from believing in the general corruption of mankind, 
as to look upon several individuals, who lived prior to 
the appearance of Christ, as righteous.(3.) Cyrill of Je- 
rusalem also assumed that men are born in a state of in- 
nocence, and that a free agent alone can commit sin. 
Similar views were entertained by Ephraim the Syrian, 
Gregory of Nyssa, Basil the Great, and others.4) Chry- 
sostom, whose whole tendency was of a practico-moral 
kind, brought the liberty of man and his moral self-de- 
termination most distinctly forward, and passed a severe 
censure upon those who endeavoured to excuse their own 


immoralities by ascribing the origin of sin to the fall of 
Adam.©-) 


@) Orat. xxxviii. 12. p. 670. xliv. 4. Ὁ. 837. xiv. 25. p. 275. 
xix. 13. p. 872. Carmen. iv. v. 98. and other passages quoted by 
Ullmann, p. 421 ss. Comp. especially the interesting parallel 
which is there drawn between Gregory and Augustine, as well 
as between the expressions of the former in the original, and 
the (corrupt) translation of the latter. ““ Gregory by no metus 
taught the doctrines afterwards propounded by Pelagius and 
his followers; but if all his sentiments be duly considered, it 
will be found that he is far more of a Pelagian than of an Au- 
gustinian.” Ullmann, 1. ὁ. p. 446. 

@) According to Methodius (in Phot. Bibl. Cod. 234. p. 295), 
man does not e. g- possess the power either of having desires, 
or of not having them (29uyso3c ἢ μὴ evSuusiodus), but he is at 
liberty either to gratify (χρῆσθαι) them, or not. Comp. Nemes. 
de nat. hom. 6. 41: πᾶσα τοίνυν ἀνάγκη τὸν ἔχοντα τὸ βουλεύεσθαι καὶ 
κύριον εἶναι πράξεων. εἰ γὰρ μὴ κύριος εἴη πράξεων, περιττῶς ἔχει τὸ βουλεύ- 
εσϑαι. 

8). Athan. contra gent. ὁ. 2. p. 2. : ἐξ ἀρχῆς μὲν οὐκ ἣν κακία, οὐδὲ 
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γὰρ οὐδὲ νῦν ἐν τοῖς ἁγίοις ἐστὶν, οὐδ᾽ ὅλως κατ᾽ αὐτοὺς ὑπάρχει αὐτή. cf. Con- 
tra Arian. or. 3. (4.) Opp. T.i. p. 582. 88 : πολλοὶ γὰρ οὖν ἅγιοι γε- 
γόνασι καϑαροὶ πάσης ἁμαρτίας, (He alludes to Jeremiah and John 
the baptist ; but they cannot properly be called πολλολ) Never- 
theless death has reigned even over them, who have not sinned 
after the similitude of Adam’s transgression (Rom, v. 14.) 

(4) Cyr. Cat. iv. 19 : ἐλθόντες εἰς τόνδε τὸν κόσμον ἀναμάρτητοι, νῦν ἐκ 
προαιρέσεως ἁμαρτάνομεν. QL, αὐτεξούσιός ἐστιν ἡ ψυχὴ, καὶ ὁ διάβολος τὸ 
μὲν ὑποβάλλειν δύναται!" τὸ δὲ καὶ ἀναγκάσαι παρὰ παροαίρεσιν oH ἔχει 
τὴν ἐξουσίαν. Cat. xvi. 23: πὶ γάρ cis ἀβλεπτῶν μὴ καταξιοῦται τῆς 
χάριτος, μὴ μεμφέσθω τῷ πνεύματι, ἀλλὰ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ ἀπιστίῳᾳ.. (Oudin 
Comm. p. 461—464. attempted in vain to contest the ge- 
nuineness of the catecheses which are favourable to Semi- 
pelagianism.) Concerning Ephraim see the above dissertation. 
Basil the Great delivered a discourse σερὶ τοῦ αὐτεξουσίου, the au- 
thenticity of which was rejected by Garnier (T. ii. p. xxvi.), 
but in modern times again defended by Pelt and Rheinwald 
(Homiliarium patrist. i. 2. p. 192.) Though he admitted the 
depravity of mankind, he asserted that human liberty and Di- 
vine grace must co-operate. Comp. also the Hom. de Spir. S. 
and Klose, 1. ὁ. p. 59.ss. Gregory of Nyssa also supposed a 
universal tendency to sin (de orat. dom. Or. v. Opp. i. p. 751. 
ss.), but he did not believe in the sinful state of infants; Orat. 
de infantibus qui premature abripiuntur (Opp. iii. p- 317 ss.) 

©) See the passages collected from his homilies (especially 
on the epistle to the Romans) by Munscher von Colln, i. p. 3638, 
which might easily be multiplied. “ Chrysostom was so zealous 
Jor the promotion of true morality, that he must have considered 
it a point of special importance to deprive men of every ground 
of excuse for the neglect of moral efforts. His practical sphere 
of labour in the etties of Antioch and Constantinople, gave a 
still greater impulse to this tendency. For in these large capt- 
tals he met with many who sought to attribute their want of 
Christian activity to the defects of human nature, and the power 
of Satan or of fate.” Neander, Kirchengeschichte 111. 2. p. 
1369. 70. Comp. Chrysostomus, i. p. 51. p. 283 ss. But Chry- 
sostom urged quite as strongly the existence of depravity in op- 

position to a false moral pride. Hom. vi. Montf. T. 12. in 
Neander, Chrysostomus, ll. p. 36. 37, Comp. Wiggers, i. p. 
442, . 
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§ 109. 


THE OPINIONS OF THE WESTERN THEOLOGIANS PREVIOUS ΤῸ 
THE TIME OF AUGUSTINE, AND OF AUGUSTINE HIMSELF 
PREVIOUS TO THE PELAGIAN CONTROVERSY. 


During this period, as well as during the preceding, 
the theologians of the Western church were more fa- 
vourable than those of the Eastern, to the Augustine 
doctrine. Hilary and Ambrose taught the propagation 
of sin by birth; Ambrose appealed especially to Ps. li. 
5. in support of the doctrine of original sin, but without 
determining to what extent every individual shares in 
the common guilt.d-) Nevertheless neither of them ex- 
cluded the liberty of man from the work of moral refor- 
mation.?) "Thus Augustine himself at an earlier period 
of his life defended human freedom in opposition to the 
Manicheeans.(3:) 


() Hilary. tract. in Pg, lviii. p. 129. in Ps. exviii- litt. 22. p. 366. 
6. and some other passages (in Miinscher von Colln, p. 354.) 
Ambros. Apol. David. ¢.11. Opp. i. p. 846: Antequam nascamur, 
maculamur contagio, et ante usuram lucis, originis ipsius exci- 
pimus injuriam ; in iniquitate concipimur: non expressit utrum 
parentum, an nostra. Ht in delictis generat unumquemque ma- 
ter sua: nec hic declaravit utrum in delictis suis mater pariat, 
an jam sint et aliqua delicta nascentis. Sed vide ne utrumque 
intelligendum sit. Nec conceptus iniquitatis exsors est, quo- 
niam et parentes non carent lapsu. Et si nec unius diei infans 
sine peccato est, multo magis nec illi materni conceptus dies sine 
peceato sunt. Concipimur ergo in peccato parentum et in de- 
lictis eorum nascimur. Sed et ipse partus habet contagia sua, 
nec unum tantummodo habet ipsa natura contagium. Comp. de 
penit. i. 3. Opp. 3. p. 498: Omnes homines sub peccato nasci- 
mur, quorum ipse ortus in vitio est, sicut habes lectum, dicente - 
Dayid: Ecce enim in iniquitatibus conceptus sum et in delictis 
peperit me mater mea.—In Ey. Luke i. 17. Opp. 1. p. 737. Epp. 
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Class. 11. Opp. iii. p. 1190. and some other passages (in Miin- 
scher von Colln, p. 355.) 

Ὁ) Hilar. Tract. in Psalm. exviii. lit. 15. p. 329: Est quidem 
in fide manendi a Deo munus, sed incipiendi a nobis origo est. 
Et voluntas nostra hoc proprium ex se habere debet, ut velit. 
Deus incipienti incrementum dabit, quia consummationem per 
Se infirmitas nostra non obtinet, meritum tamen adipiscende 
consummationis est ex initio voluntatis. 

‘%) De gen. contra Manich. ii. 43. (c. 29): nos dicimus nulli 
nature nocere peccata nisi sua; nos dicimus, nullum malum esse 
naturale, sed omnes naturas bonas esse.—De lib. arb. iii. 50. (c. 
17): Aut enim et ipsa voluntas est et a radice ista voluntatis non 
receditur, aut non est voluntas, et peccatum nullum habet. 
Aut igitur ipsa voluntas est prima causa peccandi, aut nullum 
peccatum est prima causa peccandi. Non est cui recte impute- 
tur peccatum, nisi peccanti. Non est ergo cui recte imputetur 
nisi volenti.... Queecunque ista causa est voluntatis, si non ei 
potest resisti, sine peccato ei ceditur, si autem potest, non ei 
cedatur et non peccabitur. An forte fallit incautum? Ergo 
caveat ne fallatur. An tanta fallacia est ut caverl omnino non 
possit? si ita est, nulla peccata sunt: quis enim peccat in 60 
quod nullo modo caveri potest? Peccatur autem; caveri igi- 
tur potest. Comp. de duab. animab. contra Manich. 12. and 
with it the retractationes of the different passages ; also de nat. 
et grat. 80. (c. 67.) 


§ 110. 
THE PELAGIAN CONTROVERSY. 


* Wiggers, G. F'., Versuch einer pragmatischen Darstellung des Augustin- 
ismus und Pelagianismus, Berlin 1821. Hamburg 1833. il. 8. + Lentzen, 
J. 4., de Pelagianorum doctrine principiis, Colon. ad Rhen. 1833. 8. 


Towards the commencement of the fifth century Ce- 
lestius and Pelagius (Brito, Morgan ?) made their ap- 
pearance in the West.() The views by which they were 
induced to deny the natural depravity of man, were 
‘partly in accordance with the opinions hitherto enter- 
tained by the theologians of the Greek church, but part- 
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ly carried to a much greater length. Some of the pro- 
positions on the ground of which the presbyter Paulinus 
accused Celestius at the synod of Carthage (a. p. 412), 
had been previously defended by orthodox theologians ; 
others were directly opposed both to the doctrine of 
Scripture (and especially that of Paul), and the general 
belief of the church, and thus threatened the fundamen- 
tal doctrines of the gospel.@) It is however difficult to 
decide how far the views of Pelagius accorded with these 
assertions, since he expressed himself very cautiously.) 
But it is certain that what is commonly called Pelagian- 
ism does not so much represent single notions of a single 
individual, as a complete moral and religious system, which 
formed a decided contrast to Augustinism. The former 
was in so far overcome by the latter, as in consequence 
of the turn which the controversy took, and of the great 
authority of Augustine in the West, his doctrine gained 
the victory over that of Pelagius.4.) The followers of 
Pelagius formed not a sect properly so called. But 
Pelagianism, though condemned, lost none of its advo- 
cates, especially as but few could fully enter into all the 
consequences of the Augustinian system, and find in 
them real inward satisfaction. It will be necessary, in 
order to examine more fully the subject before us, to 
divide the subject matter of controversy into three lead- 
ing sections, viz. 1. sin; 2. grace and liberty; and, 3. 
predestination. 


(Ὁ Qn the personal character and history of Celestius and 
Pelagius see Wiggers, p. 33 ss. 

@) The 6 or 7 capitula (the numbers vary according as 
the several propositions are separated, or joined together) are 
preserved by Augustine de gestis Pelagii, cap. 11. (comp. de 
peccato originali, 2. 3. 4.11. c. 2—10.), as well as in the two 
commonitoriis of Marius Mercator, [comp. Gieseler ὃ 87. note 
4.]ὴ They are the following (comp. Wiggers i. p. 60.) : 
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1. Adam was created mortal, so that he would have died 


whether he had sinned or not; 

2. Adam’s sin has only affected himself, and not the human 
race ; 

3. New-born infants are in the same condition in which 
Adam was previous to the fall (ante prevaricationem) ; 

4, The whole human race dies neither in consequence of 
Adam’s death, nor of his transgression ; nor does it rise 
from the dead in consequence of Christ’s resurrection ; 

5. Infants obtain eternal life, though they should not be bap- 
tized ; 

6. The law is as good a means of salvation (lex sic mittit ad 
regnum coelorum), as the gospel ; 

7. There were some men, even before the appearance of 
Christ, who did not commit sin. 

If we compare these propositions with the doctrines of the 
earlier theologians, we find, that the third was held by some of 
the Greek Fathers (e.g. Theophilus of Antioch, and Clement of 
Alexandria, see above, § 62. 1.); that the fifth was substantially 
the same with that defended by Gregory of Nazianzum and 
others, viz. that unbaptized children are not condemned on ac- 
count of their not being baptized (comp. § 72.); and that even 
the seventh, however heterodox it may appear, does not stand 
quite alone, inasmuch as the father of orthodoxy himself made 
a similar assertion (ὃ 108. 3.) On the other hand, the first two 
-and the fourth propositions, in which all connection between 
the sin of Adam and that of his posterity, and its effects even 
in relation to the mortality of the soul, are denied, would have 
been condemned by the earlier theologians. But none appears 
so heretical, so much opposed to the doctrine of Paul and the 
Gospel as the sixth. And lastly, the denial of the connection 
subsisting between the resurrection of Christ and ours (in the 
fourth proposition), must have offended those who believed in 
the union of Christians:with Christ; it may however be asked, 
whether some of these extreme views are more than the conse- 
quences which Celestius was compelled to infer from his pre- 
mises by the opposition he met with? See Neander, Kirchen- 
geschichte 11. 3. p. 1219. 

“) Augustine perceives no other difference between Pelagius 
and Celestius (de pece. orig. c. 12.) than that the latter was 
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more open, the former more guarded, the latter more ob- 
stinate, the former more deceitful, or, to say the least, that 
the latter was more straight-forward (liberior), the former more 
cunning (astutior.) Prosper of Aquitania calls him therefore 
coluber Britannus (in his poem de ingratis, append. 67.—comp. 
Wiggers, p. 40.)—Neander, (Chrysostomus, vol. ἢ. p. 134.) 
judges more mildly of him: “ Pelagius is deserving of our es- 
teem on account of his honest zeal for the promotion of morality; 
his object was to combat the same perverse antichristian tendency 
which Augustine opposed. But he was wrong in the manner in 
which he sought to attain his object,” etc. Comp. Kirchenges- 
chichte 1. 3. p. 1195 ss. “ For aught we know from his writ- 
ings, he was a clear-headed, intelligent man; who possessed far 
more of a serious and moral turn of mind, than of that dispost- 
tion which jinds itself compelled to dive into the depths of the 
mind and of the spirit, and to bring to light hidden things,” p. 
too: 

@) Tue PrincrpaL Ponts ΙΝ THE Externat History or 
THE CoNTROVERSY ARE: The condemnation of his doctrine at 
Carthage a.p.412. Pelagius repairs to Palestine, where Jerome 
becomes one of his most zealous opponents, and, conjointly with 
Paulus Orosius, a disciple of Augustine, accuses him at a synod 
held at Jerusalem (a. p. 415.) under John, bishop of Jerusalem. 
John however did not pronounce his condemnation, but report- 
ed the whole matter to Innocent, bishop of Rome.—Synod at 
Diospolis (Lydda), under Eulogius of Cesarea. The plaintiffs 
were Heros of Arles, and Lazarus of Aix. Acquittal of Pela- 
gius. Dissatisfaction of Jerome with the decisions of this 
synod (Synodus miserabilis !)—Under Zosimus, the successor of 
Innocent, Pelagius and Celestius entertain new hopes.—Synod 
of the North-African bishops at Carthage a.p. 418. and condem- 
nation of Pelagius.—The Emperor Honorius decides the con- 
troversy.—Zosimus is induced to change his views, and pub- 
lishes his Epistola tractoria, in which the Pelagian doctrine is 
condemned. Julian, bishop of Eclanum in Apulia, undertakes 
to defend Pelagianism (respecting him see Wiggers, i. p. 43 ss.) 
—He was anathematized at the synod of Ephesus (a. p. 431.), 
in connection with Nestor (was it merely accidental that they 
were condemned in common?) Still the system of Augustine 
was not recognized in the East. 
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FIRST POINT OF CONTROVERSY. 


Sin.—Original Sin and its Consequences. 


f Payne, G., The doctrine of Original Sin. Lond. 1846. Lect. V. 
Knapp, 1. c. p. 404 ss. ] 


Pelagius, from a speculative, and especially ethical 
point of view, regarded every human being as a moral 
agent who is complete in himself, and separate from all 
others. Hence sin would necessarily appear to him as 
the free act of the individual, and in his opinion there 
could be no other connection between the sin of the one 
(Adam), and the sin of the many (his posterity), than 
that which exists between the example on the one hand, 
and voluntary imitation on the other. γοῦν infant 1s 
accordingly in the same condition in which Adam was 
prior to the fall. Neither sin nor virtue is inherent, but 
the one, as well as the other, developes itself, when man 
comes to make use of his liberty, for which he himself is 
alone responsible.C-) Augustine, on the contrary, resting 
his system on more profound conceptions, which how- 
ever might easily prevent a clear insight into the moral 
relations of man, considered the human race as a concrete 
totality. With a predominant bias towards religion, he 
directed his attention more to the inner and permanent 
state of the soul, and its absolute relation to God, than 
to the passing and external action of the individual. 
This tendency, as well as the experience of his own heart 
and life, led him to suppose a mysterious connection sub- 
sisting between the transgression of Adam, and the sin 
of all men—a connection which loses itself in the dim 
beginnings of nature no less than of history. Mere sup- 
positions however did not satisfy his mind; but carrying 
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out his system in all its logical consequences, and apply- 
ing a false interpretation to certain passages, he laid down 
the following rigid proposition as his doctrine: “ As all 
men have sinned in Adam, they are justly exposed to the 


vengeance of God because of this hereditary sin and quilt 
of sin,’’(?) 


7) Pelag. lib. 1. de lib. arb. in Aug. de pece. orig. 6. 13.: 
Omne bonum ac malum, quo vel laudabiles, vel vituperabiles 
sumes, non nobiscum oritur, sed agitur a nobis: capaces 
enim utriusque rei, non plent nascimur, et ut sine virtute 
ita et sine vitio procreamur, atque ante actionem propriz 
voluntatis id solum in homine est, quod Deus condidit; he 
even admits the preponderance of good in man, when he 
(according to August. de nat. et gr. c. 21.) speaks of a naturalis 
quedam sanctitas, which dwells in man, and keeps watch in 
the castle of the soul over good and evil, and by which he means 
conscience. Comp. Julian (quoted by August. in Op. imp. 1. 
105.): Ulud quod esse peccatum ratio demonstrat, inveniri 
nequit in seminibus. 122.: Nemo naturaliter malus est: sed 
quicunque reus est, moribus, non exordiis accusatur. Other 
passages will be found in Munscher ed. by von Colln, i. p. 375 
ss. Comp. Wiggers, p. 91 ss. Augustine himself protested 
against the expression peccatum nature, or peccatum naturale, 
which the Pelagians imputed to him, and always returned to the 
use of the phrase peccatum originale. The Pelagians considered 
bodily death not as the effect of the first sin, but as ἃ physical 
necessity, though Pelagius himself conceded at the synod of 
Diospolis, that the death of Adam was a punishment inflicted 
upon him, but only upon him. Aug. de nat. et gr. 21. (c. 19.) 
Op. imp. 1. 67. vi. 27. 30. 

2) A list of the works written against the Pelagians will be 
found in Munscher ed. by von Colln, p. 373. The passages 
bearing on this question, which can be understood however, 
only in their own connection, are also given there, p. 377 ss. 
Wiggers, p. 99 ss. On Augustine’s interpretation of Rom. v. 
12. (in quo omnes peccaverunt, Vulg.) see Op. imp. 11. 47 ss. 66. 
contra duas Epp. Pel. iv. 7. (¢. 4.); Julian on the other hand, 
gives the following explanation: in quo omnes peccaverunt 
nihil aliud indicat, quam: quia omnes peccaverunt. Augustine’s 
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exposition was confirmed by the synod of Carthage (a. p. 418.) 
Comp. Miunscher von Colln, p. 381, 382. But it would bea 
great mistake to ascribe the whole theory of Augustine to this 
exegetical error; very different causes gave rise to that 
theory, viz. 1. His own disposition, moulded by the re- 
markable events in the history of his external and internal 
life; 2. perhaps some remnants of his former Manichzan no- 
tions, of which he might be unconscious himself, e. g. that of 
the defiling element of the concupiscentia, libido in the act of 
generation; 3. his realistic mode of thinking, which led him to 
confound the abstract with the concrete, and to consider the in- 
dividual as a transitory and perishing part of the whole (massa 
perditionis.) In connection with this mode of thinking another 
cause might be, 4. his notions of the church as a living organ- 
ism, and of the effects of infant baptism; 5. the opposition 
which he was compelled to make to Pelagianism, which tkreat- 
ened to destroy the true nature of Christianity. Thus, accord- 
ding to Augustine, not only was physical death a punishment 
inflicted upon Adam and all his posterity, but he looked upon 
original sin itself as being in some sense a punishment of the 
first transgression, though it was also a real sin (God punishes 
sin by sin), and can therefore be imputed to every individual. 
But it is on this very point, viz. the imputation of original sin, 
that his views differed from all former opinions however strict 
they were. He endeavoured to clear himself from the charge of 
Manicheism (in opposition to Julian) by designating sin not a 
substance, but a vitium, ἃ languor; he even charged his opponent 
with Manicheism.—Respecting his views of the insignificant 
remnant (lineamenta extrema) of the Divine image left in man; 
and of the virtues of pagans, see Wiggers, p. 119. note. 


§ 112. 
SECOND POINT OF CONTROVERSY. 


Liberty and Grace. 


Pelagius admitted, that man in his moral efforts stands 
in need of the Divine aid, and therefore spoke of the 
grace of God as assisting the imperfections of man by a 
variety of means.) He supposed however that this 
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grace of God is something external, and added to the 
efforts put forth by the free will of man; it must there- 
fore be deserved by virtuous inclinations.2:) Augustine 
on the other hand looked upon it as the creative princi- 
ple of life, which produces out of itself the liberty of the 
will, which is entirely lost in the natural man. In the 
power of the natural man to choose between good and 
evil, to which great importance was attached by Pelagius, 
as well as by the earlier church, he saw only a liberty 
to do evil, since the regenerate man alone can will 
good...) | 


“Ὁ Pelagius made a distinction between having the power 
(posse), having the will (velle), and being (esse), and referred 
the first to God, the second to man, and the third, which in- 
cludes also actions (effectus), both to God and to man, de lib. 
arb. (Aug. de gratia Christi c. 4.) But man owes to God, that 
he can will, c. 18.: Habemus autem possibilitatem a Deo insi- 
tam, velut quandam, ut ita dicam, radicem fructiferam atque 
fecundam etc. The freedom of the will is common to Jews, 
Gentiles, and Christians; grace, according to Pelagius himself, 
belongs exclusively to Christianity. Pelagius also rejected the 
proposition of Celestius, “ gratiam Dei non ad singulos actus 
dari.” 

@.) Pelagius considered as means of grace especially the doc- 
trine (as the manifestation of the Divine will), the promises, and 
trials (to which belong the wiles of Satan); but Julian strongly 
denied, that the will of man is thus built up by them (fabrice- 
tur, condatur); he sees in them nothing but an adjutorium of 
the undisturbed free will. Comp. Aug. de grat. Chr. c. 8. Op. 
imp. i. 94. 95. 

3.) Augustine on the contrary maintains, non lege atque doc- 
trina insonante forinsecus, sed interna et occulta, mirabili ac 
ineffabili potestate operari Deum in cordibus hominum non solum 
veras revelationes, sed bonas etiam voluntates (de grat. Chr. 24.) 
He recognizes in the grace of God an inspiratio dilectionis, and 
considers it as the source of every thing. Nolentem prevenit, 
ut velit, volentem subsequitur, ne frustra velit. Enchir. c. 32.— 
He understands by freedom to be free from sin, that state of 
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mind in which it is no longer necessary to choose between good 
and evil. The same view is expressed in his treatise de civit. 
Dei xiv. 11. which was not a controversial writing: Arbitrium 
igitur voluntatis tunc est vere liberum, cum vitiis peccatisque 
non servit. Tale datum esta Deo: quod amissum proprio vitio, 
nisi a quo pari potuit, reddi non potest. Unde Veritas dicit : 
St vos Filius liberavit, tunc vere liberi eritis. Idque ipsum est 
autem, ac si diceret: si vos Filius salvos fecerit, tune vere salvi 
eritis. Inde quippe liberator, unde salvator. comp. contra duas 
epp. Pel. i. 2. The freedom of the will is greater in proportion 
as the will itself is in a state of health; its state of health de- 
pends on its subjection to the Divine mercy and grace. Contra 
Jul. ¢. 8. he calls the human will servum proprie voluntatis ar- 
bitrium.—Such expressions were so much misused by the monks 
of Adrumetum (about the year 426.) that Augustine himself was 
compelled to oppose them (especially in his treatise de correp- 
tione et gratia) ; on the whole he himself frequently appealed 
from a practical point of view to the will of man (see the 
next §.) 


s 113. 
THIRD POINT OF CONTROVERSY. 
Predestination. 


We have already seen that Augustine held the doctrine 
of hereditary depravity, the guilt of which man has him- 
self incurred, and from which no human power, nor hu- 
man volition can deliver, but those alone will be saved 
to whom the grace of God is imparted. From these 
premises it would necessarily follow, that God, in conse- 
quence of an eternal decree, and without any reference to 
the future conduct of man, has elected some out of the 
corrupt mass to become vessels of his mercy (vasa mise- 
ricordiz, ) and left the rest as vessels of his wrath (vasa 
iree,) to bear the just consequences of their sins. Au- 
gustine called the former predestinatio, the latter reproba- 
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fio, and thus evaded the necessity of directly asserting 
the doctrine of a predestination to evil (preedestinatio 
duplex. )C) Onthe whole, he endeavoured to soften the 
harshness of his theory by practical cautions.?-) But the 
doctrine in question became to many a stone of stumbling, 
which orthodox theologians themselves (especially those 
of the Greek church) endeavoured by every possible 
means to remove.@-) This prepared the way for those 
vague and unfounded schemes to which Semipelagianism 
(see the following section) gave rise. 


ἃ) De Pred. Sanctorum 37. (c. 18.): Elegit nos Deus in 
Christo ante mundi constitutionem, preedestinans nos in adop- 
tionem filiorum: non quia per nos sancti et immaculati futuri 
eramus, sed elegit praedestinavitque ut essemus. Fecit autem 
hoc secundum placitum voluntatis sue, ut nemo de sua, sed de 
illius erga se voluntate glorietur etc. In support of bis views he 
appealed to Eph.1.4. 11. and Rom. ix., and spoke of a certus nu- 
merus electorum, neque augendus, neque minuendus, de corrept. et 
gr. 39. (c. 13.)—He refutes the objections of the understanding 
by quoting Rom. ix. 20, and adducing examples from sacred his- 
tory. Even in this life worldly goods, health, beauty, physical 
and intellectual powers, are distributed unequally, and not al- 
ways in accordance with our views of merit. ibid. 19. ο. 8. Christ 
himself was predestinated to be the Son of God. de pred. 31. 
(c. 15.) 

®) De dono persey. 57. (c. 22.): Preedestinatio non ita populis 
predicanda est, ut apud imperitam vel tardioris intelligentie 
multitudinem redargui quodammodo ipsa sua predicatione vi- 
deatur ; sicut redargui videtur et prscientia Dei (quam certe 
negare non possunt) si dicatur hominibus: “ Sive curatis, sive 
dormiatis, quod vos preescivit qui falli non potest, hoc eritis.” 
Dolosi autem vel imperiti medici est, etiam utile medicamentum 
sic alligare, ut aut non prosit, aut obsit. Sed dicendum est: 
«« Sic currite, ut comprehendatis, atque ut ipso cursu vestro ita 
vos esse preecognitos noveritis, ut legitime curreretis,” et si quo 
alio modo Dei preescientia preedicari potest, ut hominis Segnitia 
repellatur. 59 :...de wpso autem cursu vestro bono rectogue con- 
discite vos ad predestinationem divine gratic pertinere, 
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@.) Notwithstanding the condemnation of Pelagius at the synod 
of Ephesus, the system of Augustine did not exert any influence 
upon the theology of the eastern church. Theodore of Mop- 
suestia wrote (against the advocates of Augustinism) : πρὸς τοὺς 
λέγοντας φύσει καὶ ov γνώμῃ πταίειν τοὺς ἀνδρώπους 5 books Photi Bibl. 
Cod. 177. (some Latin fragments of which are preserved by Mar. 
Mercator ed. Baluz.} Fritzsche, p. 107 ss. (on the question 
whether it was directed against Jerome, or against Augustine ? 
see Fritzsche 1, ὁ. p. 109. and Neander, Kirchengesehichte 1]. p. 
1360. 61.) Theodoret, Chrysostom, Isidore of Pelusium and 
others continued to follow the earlier course of dogmatic theo- 


logy. See the passages in Munscher von CollIni. p. 408—10. 
and comp. § 108. 


8. 114. 
SEMIPELAGIANISM AND THE LATER FATHERS OF THE CHURCH. 


Geffhen, J., historia Semipelagianismi antiquissima, Gott. 1826. 4. Wig- 
gers, de Joh. Cassiano Massiliensi, qui Semipelagianismi auctor vulge 
perhibetur. Commentt. ii. Rost. 1824. 25. 4.; by the same: Versuch 


einer pragmat. Darstellung des Augustinismus und Pelagianismus. Vol. 
it, Neander, Denkwiirdigkeiten, vol. i. p. 92 ss. 


In opposition both to the extreme Augustinians (Pre- 
destinarians, )() and to Augustinism itself, anew system 
developed itself, upon which Monachism undoubtedly 
exerted a considerable influence, as 1ts very principles are 
essentially Pelagian, but which owed its origin likewise 
to a more healthy practico-moral tendency. Its advo- 
eates endeavoured to pursue ἃ middle course between the 
two extremes, viz. Pelagianism and Augustinism, and to 
satisfy the moral, as well as the religious wants of the 
age, by the partial adoption of the premises of both sys- 
tems, without carrying them out in all their logical con- 
sequences.?:) The leader of the Gallican theologians 
(Massilienses) who propounded this new system, after- 
wards called Semipelagianism, was John Cassian, a disci- 
ple of Chrysostom,?.) whom Prosper of Aquitania and 
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others combated.4-) He was followed by Faustus, bishop 
of Rhegium,s.) who gained the victory over Lucidus, a 
Hyper-Augustinian presbyter, at the Synod of Arles 
(a. pv. 475.) For the space of some 30 or 40 years Se- 
mipelagianism continued to be the prevailing form of 
doctrine in Gaul,@) till it met with new opposition on 
the part of Avitus of Vienne) Cesar of Arelate,®) Ful- 
gentius of Ruspe®) and others. After a variety of pro- 
ceedings Augustinism gained a firm footing even in Gaul, 
by means of the Synods of Arausto (Orange) and Va- 
lencia (Α.Ὁ. 529.), but with the important restriction that 
the doctrine of predestination to evil was not adopted.@®) 
Boniface II., bishop of Rome, in consequence of the mea- 
sures adopted by his predecessors, confirmed these deci- 
sions (Δ. Ὁ. 530.)0!) “ Gregory the Great transmitted 
to subsequent ages the milder aspect of the Augustinian doc- 
trine, which has regard to practical Christianity, rather than 
to speculation.’ (13) 


() In speaking of Predestinarians, we might refer to the 
monks of Adrumetum in the province of Byzacene, in North 
Africa, and to Lucidus, mentioned below, who taught the doc- 
trine of a predestinatio duplex, but it 15 satisfactorily proved, 
that (historically) “ @ sect, or even a separate party of Predes- 
tinarians who dissented from Augustine, never existed” (aS was 
formerly erroneously supposed.) Comp. Wiggers, 11. p. 329 ss. 
347. This error was spread by J. Sirmond, historia preedesti- 
natiana, Opp. T. iv. p. 267 ss. and by the work edited by him 
under the title Preedestinatus, in which the predest. hzeresis is 
mentioned as the ninetieth in the order of heresies (reprinted 
in Gallandii Bibl. x.) Comp. also Walch, Historie der Ketzerei 
y. p. 218 ss. Neander, Kirchengeschichte 11. 3. p. 1339 ss. 

2) According to the reports made by Prosper and Hilary, 
scil. Prosperi (428. 29.) to Augustine (Gin Wiggers p. 153. Miin- 
scher ed. by von Colin, i. p. 411.) the treatise of Augustine 
entitled de correptione et gratia, had excited some commotion 
among the Gallican theologians and monks, in consequence of 
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which he wrote the further treatises de pred. sanctorum, and 
de dono perseverantiz. Though these Gallican theologians 
differed in some particulars from Cassian (see Wiggers p. 181.), 
yet there was a considerable agreement between their doctrine 
and his. Comp. also Neander, p. 1513 ss. 

©) Comp. above § 82. note 21. Of his collationes the thir- 
teenth is the most important. Prosper complains of his syncre- 
tism contra collatorem, c. 5: Illi (Pelagiani) in omnibus justis 
hominum operibus liberz voluntatis tuentur exordia, nos bona- 
rum cogitationum ex Deo semper credimus prodire principia, 
tu informe nescio quid tertiwm reperisti.—This tertewm consist- 
ed in the following particulars: a. Cassian, who detested the 
profano opinio and impietas Pelagii (see Wiggers, 11, p. 19. 20.) 
regarded the natural man neither as morally healthy (as Pela- 
gius did), nor as morally dead (like Augustine), but as diseased 
and morally weakened (dubitari non potest, inesse quidem 
omnia anime naturaliter virtutum semina beneficio creatoris 
inserta, sed nisi hee opitulatione Dei fuerint excitata, ad incre- 
mentum perfectionis non poterunt pervenire, (Coll. xii. 12.) 
6. He insisted so much more than Pelagius on the necessity and 
spiritual nature of Divine grace (Coll. xii. 3), that he even yen- 
tured to assert, that men are sometimes drawn to salvation 
against their will (nonnunquam etiam inviti trahimur ad salu- 
tem.) Comp. Instit.ceen. xu.18. Wiggers, p. 85. Butin op- 
position to Augustine he restricted only to a few (6. σ. Matthew 
and Paul), what the latter would extend to all, and appealed 
to the example of Zaccheus, Cornelius the centurion, the thief 
on the cross, and others, in proof of his opinion. In general he 
ascribed the aseensus to God, as well as the descensus to earth- 
ly things to the free will of man, and looked upon grace as 
rather cooperans, though he does not express himself very dis- 
tinctly. Only we must take care not to refer all the meritsof the 
saints to God, so as to leave to human nature nothing but what 
is bad. ὁ. He understood the atonement of Christ in a more 
general sense, and thus rejected the doctrine of predestination 
(in the sense of Augustine and the hyper-Augustinians.) The 
assertion that God would save only a few, appeared to him an 
ingens sacrilegium (Coll. xiii. 7.) An outline of his complete 
system is given by Wiggers, p. 47—136. 

(4) Augustine himself combated Semipelagianism in the 
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above works. Wiggers gives a sketch of the controversy be- 
tween Prosper on the one hand, and Cassian and the Semipela- 
gians on the other, p. 136 ss. 

©) He first presided over the monastery of Lerinum, which 
was for some time the chief seat of Semipelagianism. On 
Vincentius Lerinensis comp. Wiggers p. 208 ss.; on Faustus 
and his doctrine, ibid. p. 224 ss. 235 ss. Respecting the doc- 
trine of original sin the views of Faustus come nearer to Augus- 
tine’s notions than those of Cassian; on the other hand, his 
ideas of the nature of grace are less spiritual than those of the 
latter; comp. Wiggers p. 287.—But he bestows more attention 
upon the doctrine of predestination. He decidedly rejects the 
doctrine of unconditional election by making a difference be- 
tween predetermination and foreknowledge, the former of which 
is independent of the latter; de grat. et lib. arbitrio i. Wiggers 
p- 279 ss. Faustus uses 6. g. the following arguments which 
savour strongly of anthropomorphism: When I accidentally 
cast my eyes upon a vicious action, it does not follow that I 
am guilty of it, because I have seen it. Thus God foresees 
adultery, without exciting man to impurity ; he foresees murder, 
without exciting in man the desire for its commission, etc., 
Wiggers p. 282. 83. In speaking of the doctrine of uncondi- 
tional predestination, as propounded by his opponent Lucidus, 
he used the strongest terms: lex fatalis, decretum fatale, fata- 
lis constitutio, originalis definitio vel fatalis, and looked upon it 
as something heathenish; Wiggers p. 315. He believed in 
universal atonement. 

©) Comp. Gennadius Massiliensis and Ennodius Ticinensis in 
Wiggers p. 850 ss. A summary view of the Semipelagian doc- 
trine in general, and its relation to both Augustinism and Pela- 
gianism is given in the form of a table by Wiggers p. 359—64. 

7) Wiggers p. 368. 

(8) Wiggers p. 369. concerning his book: de gratia et lib. 
arbitrio. 

9) Wiggers p. 369 ss. Fulgentius carrying the doctrine of 
imputation still farther than Augustine, consigned to everlast- 
ing fire not only those infants that are really born, but died be- 
fore baptism, but also the immature feetus; de fide ad Petrum 
c. 80. quoted by Wiggers p. 376. But in reference to predes- 
tination, he endeavoured carefully to avoid all exaggerations 
which might give offence to Christian feelings (Neander Kir 
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chengesch. p. 1354.) After the interference of the monks of 
Adrumentum he expressly blamed those who asserted the 
doctrine of predestination to evil, though he maintained himself 
a preedest. duplex (although in a different sense); Neander 1. c. 
p- 13857, Grace is in his opinion preeveniens, as well as comi- 
tans and subsequens. (Ep. ad Theodorum de conversione a 
seculo, quoted by Wiggers p, 386.) 

(10) Mansi T. viii. p, 711 ss. Aug. Opp. T. x. part 1. Ap- 
pend. p. 157 ss, Wiggers p. 430. Munscher ed. by von Colln 
p. 417. The conclusion is the most important part: Aliquos 
vero ad malum divina potestate preedestinatos esse nonsolum non 
credimus, sed etiamsi sunt qui tantum malum credere velint, 
cum omni detestatione illis anathema dicimus. On the synod of 
Valencia see Mansi viii. 723 ss, App. p. 162. 

(11) Among the earlier popes Celestine and Gelasius I. con- 


demned Semipelagianism ; Hormisdas, on the contrary, pro-_ 


nounced a very mild judgment in opposition to the Scythian 
monks, without however denying the doctrine of Augustine. 
See Bonifaci 11, Epist, ad Ceesarium given by Mansi T. viii. Ὁ. 
735. and App. 161 ss. 


(13) Comp. Neander, Kirchengesch. ii. p. 287, Wiggers de 
Gregorio M. ejusque placitis anthropologicis, Rost, 1838. 


It is worthy of notice that in this protracted controversy the objective aspect 
of anthropology was far more developed than the subjective. The doc- 
trine of the conditions of salvation still remains in an imperfect state, as 
may be seen 6. g. from the indefinite manner in which the terms justifi- 
care and justificatio ( — justum facere, see Wiggers p. 380) were used, 
and from the want of proper definitions of the nature of faith. Wiggers 
therefore justly closes his account of this controversy by saying: ““ Α 
more profound examination of the nature of faith would even then 
have givena very different appearance to Christian anthropology.” It 
should further be observed, that the Augustinian doctrine of pre- 
destination rested firmly on his views of original sin. Adam was free 
before the fall, and predestination accordingly had no power over 
him, though God foreknew his transgression. (Aug. de civ. Dei xii, 
21.) Later theologians extended predestination even to Adam, and 
thus completed the doctrine of predestination in a speculative point of 
view. ‘The Reformation finished the work which Augustine left incom- 
plete; the Lutherans, by developing the doctrine of faith and justification, 
the Calvinists, by developing that of absolute predestination. On the 
other hand, the Roman catholic church either placed itself in opposition 
to its own Father (the council of Trent and the Jesuits), or did not go 
beyond the doctrine propounded by him (the Jansenists. ) 
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SECOND CLASS. 


ECCLESIASTICAL DOCTRINES WHICH HAVE EITHER NO 
CONNECTION, OR BUT A REMOTE ONE, WITH 
THE HERESIES OF THE AGE. 


β 115. 


Tue opinions respecting fundamental doctrines which 
had been matured by controversy, exerted more or less 
influence upon the developement of others. Thus the 
further theological definitions respecting the nature and 
attributes of God, creation, ete. are influenced by the 
views on the Trinity; those which relate to the atone- 
ment of Christ, and the significance of the Lord’s Supper, 
stand in connection with the notions concerning the na- 
ture of Christ ; those respecting baptism and the sacra- 
ments as means of grace are connected with anthropolo- 
logical definitions; and, lastly, the developement of 
eschatology is influenced by all the other doctrines to- 
gether. Even the more general definitions concerning 
the nature of Christianity, the canon and its relation to 
tradition, etc. are in some way or other connected with 
certain fundamental principles. 


Nevertheless we are justified in treating of these doctrines 
separately, inasmuch as in some respects at least, they are not 
affected by the contests, and present themselves rather as a con- 
tinuation of former definitions. 


THE IDEA OF RELIGION AND REVELATION. 


Though the theologians of the present period did not 
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believe in the possibility of an abstract religion, as distinct 
from its positive manifestation, yet we meet in the writ- 
ings of Lactantius with a more precise definition of the 
word: religion, which was borrowed from the Latin. 
He applies the term in question not only to the external 
form of worship (as Tertullian had done before him), 
but to the union and fellowship of men with God, which 
he regards as an affair purely human.@) Faith in reve- 
lation was required as a necessary condition.) 


(1) Lact. Inst. iv. 28: Hac enim conditione gignimur, ut ge- 
neranti nos Deo justa et debita obsequia przebeamus, hune so- 
lum noverimus, hune sequamur- Hoe vinculo pictatis obstricti 
Deo et religati swinus, unde tpsa religio nomen accepit, non, ut 
Cicero interpretatus est, a relegendo. Comp. ii, 10: Summum 
igitur bonum hominis in sola religione est; nam cetera, etiam 
que putantur esse homini propria, in ceteris quoque animalibus 
reperiuntur. 11: Constat igitur totius humani generis consensu 
religionem suscipi oportere. He compared it with sapientia 
(iv. 4.) from which it is not to be separated. By sapientia he 
understands the knowledge, by religio the worship of God. 
God is the source of both. The one without the other leads to 
such errors, as paganism represents on the one hand in the un- 
believing philosophers (the apostate and disinherited sons), and 
on the other in the superstitious multitudes (the run-away 
slaves.) Augustine follows the terminology of Tertullian ; he 
opposes religion to fides or pietas, de pecc. mer. et rem. 11, 2. 
see Baumgarten-Crusius, 11. p. 751. and comp. Witzsch, ber den 
Religionsbegriff der Alten, theologische Studien und Kritiken, 
1. 8, 4. Concerning the nature of religion, and the question 
whether it principally consists in knowledge, or in the form of 
worship ? or whether it consists in spiritual fellowship with 
God, see the controversy between Eunomius and his opponents 
in § 125. and Neander, Kirchengeschichte, 11. 2. p. 857. 

®) On the necessity of faith in revelation in general, see Ru- 
fin. expos. fidei (in Fell’s edition of Cypr.) p. 18: Ut ergo in- 
telligentiz tibi aditus patescat, recte primo omnium te credere 
profiteris ; quia nec navem quis ingreditur et liquido ac pro- 
fundo vitam committit elemento, nisi se prius credat posse sal- 
yarl, nec agricola semina sulcis obruit et fruges spargit in ter- 
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ram, nisi crediderit ventures imbres, affuturum quoque solis te- 
porem, quibus terra confota, segetem multiplicata fruge produ- 
cat, ac ventis spirantibus nutriat. Nihil denique est, quod in 
vita geri possit, si non credulitas ante precesserit. Quid ergo 
mirum si accedentes ad Deum, credere nos primo omnium pro- 
fitemur, cum sine hoc nec ipsa exigi possit vita communis ? Hoc 
autem idcirco in principlis premisimus, quia pagani nobis obji- 
cere solent, quod religio nostra, quia quasi rationibus deficit, in 
sola credendi persuasione consistat. cf. Aug. de utilitate cre- 
dendic. 13: Recte igitur catholice discipline majestate insti- 
tutum est, ut accedentibus ad religionem fides persuadeatur ante 
omnia. He too shows, that without faith there can be no 
friendship even among men (c. 10), no filial love and piety. 
Augustine knows of no other religion than positive Christianity, 
and insists that reason should submit to it; for faith precedes 
the knowledge of reason, 1. c.c, 14: Deinde fateor, me jam 
Christo credidisse et in animum induxisse, id esse verum, quod 
ille dixerit, etiamsi nulla ratione fulciatur. Reason would never 
have saved man from darkness and misery, nisi summus Deus 
populari quadam clementia divini intellectus auctoritatem usque 
ad ipsum corpus humanum declinaret atque submitteret, cujus 
non solum preceptis, sed etiam factis excitatze anime redire in 
semetipsas et respicere patriam etiam sine disputationum con- 
certatione potuissent......Mihi autem certum est, nusquam 
prorsus a Christi auctoritate discedere, non enim reperio valen- 
tiorem. contra Academ. 1]. ui. ¢. 19. 20, Comp. de vera rel. c. 
5. de moribus eccles. cath. c. 7: Quare deinceps nemo ex me 
querat sententiam meam, sed potius audiamus oracula nostras- 
que ratiunculas divinis submittamus affatibus. (We cannot but 
acknowledge that Augustine was the most ingenious and elo- 
quent advocate of Supranaturalism in its opposition to Ration- 
alism.) 


Saul 
APOLOGETICAL WRITINGS IN DEFENCE OF CHRISTIANITY, 


In proportion as the polemical tendency of the present 
period prevailed over the apologetical, the proofs for the 
truths and divinity of Christ’s religion lost originality, 
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and most writers were satisfied with the mere repetition 
of former statements.) The attacks of Porpyhry, Ju- 
lian the Apostate and others, however called forth new 
efforts in defence of Christianity ;@) the accusations of 
the heathen, when Christianity was established as the 
religion of the world upon the ruins of the Western em- 
pire, induced Augustine to compose his apologetical trea- 
tise de civitati Dei. 


“) Among the apologists previous to the apostasy of Julian, 
Arnobius (adversus gentes), and his argument a tuto, ii. 4. de- 
serve to be noticed: .... nonne purior ratio est, ex duobus in- 
certis et in ambigua expectatione pendentibus id potius credere, 
quod aliquas spes ferat, quam omnino quod nullas? In illo 
enim periculi nihil est, si quod dicitur imminere cassum fiat et 
vacuum : in hoc damnum est maximum, i. e. salutis amissio, si 
cum tempus advenerit aperiatur non fuisse mendacium. use- 
bius of Cesarea likewise defended Christianity in his prep. 
and demonstr. evang. (δ 82. 1.); Athanasius λόγος κατὰ “Ἕλληνας, 
ete. | 

“) Kusebius 1. ¢., Theodoret, Augustine and others combated | 
Porphyry; Eusebius also opposed Hierocles in a separate treatise. 
Cyrill of Alexandria wrote 10 books against the Emperor Julian, 
who charged Christianity with contradictions.—The dialogue 
entitled Philopatris formerly ascribed to Lucian, may have been 
composed under the same emperor, see Neander, Kirchengesch. 
11,1. 8 191ς 


8 118. 
MIRACLES AND PROPHECY. 


Since the Christians were accustomed to appeal to 
miracles and prophecies in support of the truth of their 
religion, it was of importance more precisely to define 
the idea of a miracle. Augustine did this by defining 
miracles as events which deviate not so much from the 
order of nature in general, as from that particular order 
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of nature which is known to us.) With regard to pro- 
phecies, many passages of the Old Test. were still ap- 
plied to the Messiah, which had no reference to him, and 
the truly Messianic passages were taken in a less com- 
prehensive sense than historical interpretation requir- 
ed.?-) The apologists also appealed to Christ’s prophecy 
respecting the destruction of Jerusalem, which had long 
since received its accomplishment, to the fate of the Jew- 
ish nation,@) and the similar judgment with which God 
had visited the Roman empire, and compared these events 
with the triumphant spread of the gospel.4) And lastly, 
even Augustine takes notice of the Sibylline oracles, 
mentioned by Lactantius.@) . 


() Aug. de utilitate cred. c. 16.: Miraculum voco, quidquid 
arduum aut insolitum supra spem vel facultatem mirantis appa- 
ret.—de civ. D. 1. xxi. ὁ, 8: Omnia portenta contra naturam 
dicimus esse, sed non sunt. Quomodo est enim contra naturam 
quod Dei fit voluntate, quum voluntas tanti utique conditoris 
condite rei cujusque natura sit? Portentum ergo fit non con- 
tra naturam, sed contra quam est nota natura.... quamvis et ipsa 
que in rerum natura omnibus nota sunt non minus mira sint, 
essentque stupenda considerantibus cunctis, si solerent homines 
mirari nisi rara.—The nearer the canon of the Bible was brought 
to a conclusion, the more necessary it became to make a distinc- 
tion between the miracles related in Scripture, as historically 
authenticated facts, and those miracles which were generally 
believed still to take place in the church. Respecting faith in 
miracles in general, Augustine expressed himself very freely, de 
civit. Dei xxi. ὁ. 6, 7. (in reference to miraculous phenomena, 
but his language is also applicable to other miraculous stories 
of the age): Nec ego volo temere credi cuncta, que posui, ex- 
ceptis his, que ipse sum expertus. Cetera vero sic habeo, ut 
neque affirmanda, neque neganda decreverim. Comp. de util. 
cred. 1. ὁ. de vera rel. 25. (Retract. i. c. 13.) Concerning the m1- 
racles related in Scripture themselves, it was of importance to 
distinguish the miracles performed by Jesus from those wrought 
by Apollonius of Tyana, to which Hierocles and others appealed. 
Augustine therefore directed attention to the benevolent design 
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of Christ’s miracles, by which they are distinguished from those 
which are merely performed for the purpose of gaining the ap- 
plause of men, (6, g. the attempt to fly in the presence of an as- 
sembled multitude) de util. cred.1l.c. Comp. Cyr. Alex. contra 
Jul. i. 1. : ἐγὼ δὲ, ὅτι μὲν τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἀπηλλάγμεϑα εὐβροντησίας καὶ πο- 
Avs ἀποτειχίζει λόγος τῶν ἐκείνων τερϑρείας τὰ χριστιανῶν, φαίην ἄν" κοινωνία 
γὰρ οὐδεμία φωτὶ πρὸς σχότος, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ μερὶς πιστῷ μετὰ ἀπίστου.---Ο the 
view of Gregory the Great respecting miracles see Neander, 
Kirchengesch. ul. p. 294, 95. 

®) Augustine gives a canon on this point, de civit. Dei. xvii. 
c. 16 ss. comp. xvii. 29 ss. and below § 122. note 4. 

(5) Aug. de civ. D. iv. 34:...E¢ nunc quod (Judi) per omnes 
fere terras gentesque dispersi sunt, illius unius veri Dei provi- 
dentia est. Comp. xvii. c. 46. 

(5) Arnob. ii. p. 44. 45.: Nonne vel hee saltem fidem vobis 
faciunt argumenta credendi, quod jam per omnes terras in tam 
brevi temporis spatio immensi nominis hujus sacramenta diffusa 
sunt ? quod nulla jam natio est tam barbari moris et mansuetu- 
dinem nesciens, quee non ejus amore versa molliverit asperitatem 
suam et in placidos sensus adsumta tranquillitate migraverit ? 
Aug. civ. D. v. 25. 26. xviii. 50 :...inter horrendas persecutiones 
et varios cruciatus ac funera Martyrum predicatum est toto orbe 
evangelium, contestante Deo signis et ostentis et variis virtuti- 
bus, et Spiritus Sancti muneribus: ut populi gentium credentes 
in eum, qui pro eorum redemtione crucifixus est, Christiano 
amore venerarentur sanguinem Martyrum, quem diabolico furore 
fuderunt ; ipsique reges, quorum legibus vastabatur Ecclesia, e1 
nomini salubriter subderentur, quod de terra crudeliter auferre 
conati sunt; et falsos deos inciperent persequi, quorum causa 
cultores Dei veri fuerant antea persecuti. 

(5) Lact, iv. 15. 26. Aug. de civ. Dei xviii. 23. Cyrill. Alex. 
contra Jul. i. 1. But the enemies of Christianity maintained 
even in the times of Lactantius, non esse illa carmina Sibyllina, 
sed a Christianis conficta atque composita. 


SOURCESOF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE.—BIBLE AND TRADITION. 


During the present period both the Bible and tradition 
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were regarded as the sources of Christian knowledge.“ ) 
The statement of Augustine, that he was induced by the 
authority of the church alone to believe in the gospel, only 
proves that he considered the believer, but not the Bible, 
to be dependent on that authority.?) In ecclesiastical 
controversies and elsewhere the Bible was appealed to as 
highest authority,@) and its perusal recommended to 
the people as the source of truth, and the book of 
books.(4) 


(1) Nihil aliud precipi volumus, quam quod Evangelistarum et 
Apostolorum fides et traditio incorrupta servat. Gratian in Cod. 
Theod. 1. xvi. Tit. vi. 1. 2, 

Ὁ) Ady. Man. 5: Evangelio non crederem, nisi me ecclesix 
catholicze commoveret auctoritas. This passage is to be com- 
pared in its whole connection: see Liicke, Zeitschrift fiir evan- 
gel. Christen i. 1.4. Lucke justly rejects, ibid. p. 71., the ex- 
pedient adopted by older protestant theologians, e. g. Bucer 
and 5, Baumgarten (Untersuchung theologischer Streitigkeiten, 
vol. i. p. 48.) viz. to assign to the imperfect tense the significa- 
tion of the pluperfect “ according to the African dialect.” 

%) Athanasius contra gent. i. p. 1. b.: αὐτάρκεις μὲν γάρ εἶσιν αἱ 
ἁγίαι καὶ Sebrvevoror γραφαὶ πρὸς τὴν τῆς ἀληλείας ἀπαγγελίαν.--- Chrys. 
contra Anomeeos xi. Opp. i. p. 542. Aug. Doctr. christ. i. 37.: 
Titubabit fides, si scripturarum sacrarum vacillet auctoritas. ib. 
ii. 9. and many other passages. 

(*) Aug. Ep. 137. (Opp. u. p. 310.) : (Scriptura Sacra) omnibus 
(est) accessibilis, quamvis paucissimis penetrabilis. Ea, que 
aperte continet, quasi amicus familiaris sine fuco ad cor loquitur 
indoctorum atque doctorum.—de doctr. christ. ii. 42.: Quantum 
autem minor est auri argenti vestisque copia, quam de Algypto 
secum ille populus abstulit in comparatione divitiarum, que 
postea Hierosolymze consecutus est, que maxime in Salomone 
ostenduntur, tanta fit cuncta scientia, qua quidem est utilis, 
collecta de libris gentium, si divinarum scripturarum scientize 
comparetur. Nam quicquid homo extra didicerit, si noxium est, 
101 damnatur, si utile est, 101 invenitur. Et cum 101 quisque in- 
venerit omnia, que utiliter alibi didicit, multo abundantius ibi 
inveniet ea, que nusquam omnino alibi, sed in illarum tantum- 
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modo Seripturarum mirabili altitudine et mirabili humilitate dis- 
cuntur. Comp. Theodoret, Protheoria in Psalm. Opp. T. i. p. 
602. Basilii M. Hom. in Ps. 1. (Opp. i. p. 90.) Rudelbach 1. ¢. p. 
38. and Neander, gewichtvolle Ausspriche alter Kirchenlehrer 
uber den allyemeinen und rechten Gebrauch der heil. Schrift, 
inhis kleinen Gelegenheitsschriften Berlin 1839. p.155 ss. Chry- 
sostom however is far from making salvation dependent on the 
letter of Scripture. In his opinion it would be much better, if 
we needed no Scripture at all, provided the grace ofGod were 
as distinctly written upon our hearts, as the characters are upon 
the book. (Introduct. to the homilies on Matth. Opp. T. vii. p. 
1. Comp. a passage of similar import in Ireneus 11. 4. § 34. 1.) 


§ 120. 


THE CANON. 


Luche, tiber den neutestamentlichen Kanon des Eusebius von Cisarea. 
Berlin 1816,  Spittler, Z. 7., Kritische Untersuchung des 60% laodi- 
edischen Kanons. Bremen 1777.—On the other side: Bickel, in the theo- 
logische Studien und Kritiken 1830. part 3. p. 591 ss. 


The more firmly the doctrine of the church was esta- 
blished, the nearer the canon of the Sacred Scriptures, 
the principal parts of which had been determined in the 
times of Husebius,“|.) was brought to its completion. The 
synods of Laodicea,@) of Hippo, and (the third) of 
Carthage.) contributed to this result. The theologians 
of the eastern church distinctly separated the later pro- 
ductions of the Greco-jewish literature (i. 6. the apoery- 
phal books, libri ecclesiastici, ) from the canon of the Old 
Test. z. e. the literature of the Hebrew nation. But al- 
though Rufinus¢-) and Jerome endeavoured to maintain 
the same distinction in the Latin church, it became the 
general custom to follow Augustine in doing away with 
the distinction between the canonical and apocryphal 
books of the Old Test., and in considering both as 
equal.) The canon of the Manichzeans differed consi- 
derably from that of the Catholic church.‘®) 
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(1) Kus, h. 6. 11, 25. adopts three classes, viz. ὁμολογούμενα, ἀν- 
TINE YO LEVEL, νόλα seer aie and in how far the last two classes dit- 
fer, see Lucke 1. c.)—To the first class belong the four gospels, 
the Acts of the Apostles, the Epistles of Paul (inclusive of the 
Zpistle to the Hebrews,) the first Epistle of John, and the first 
Epistle of Peter; to the Antilegomena belong the Epistles of 
James, Jude, the second of Peter, and lastly, the second and 
third Epistles of John. With regard to the book of Revelation 
the opinions differ. The following are reckoned among the 
vox: Acta Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Apocalypse of 
Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the apostolical constitutions. 
The ἄτοπα καὶ δυσσεβῆ rank below the νόϑα. 

2) The Syned of Laodicea was held about the middle of the 
fourth century (between the years 360 and 364.) In the 59th 
canon it was enacted, that no uncanonical book should be used 
in the churches, and in the 60th a list was given of the canoni- 
cal books, in Mansi 1. 574. In this list all the Hebrew writings 
of the Old Testament are received, and the apocryphal books 
excluded (with the exception of the book of Baruch and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah.) The canon of the New Test. is the same 
as ours, except the book of Revelation, which however was con- 
sidered genuine in Egypt (by Athanasius and Cyrill.) But men- 
tion is made of the seven Catholic Epistles, and the Epistle to 
the Hebrews ascribed to Paul.—F or further ST see the 
introductions to the New Test. 

G) a, Ὁ. 999. and a. p. 397. These synods number the Apo- 
crypha of the Old Test. among the canonical books. Comp. the 
36th canon Conc. Hippon. in Mansi 11. 924. and Concil. Carth. 
11. c. 47. Mansi iii. 891. Innocent I. (4. p. 405.) and Gelasius I. 
(a. p. 494)(?) confirmed their decisions. 

4) Rufin. Expos. Symb. (1. 6.) p. 26: Sciendum tamen est, 
quod et alii libri sunt, qui non catholici, sed ecclesiastici a ma- 
joribus appellati sunt, ut est Sapientia Salomonis et alia Sapi- 
entia, quee dicitur filii Syrach, qui liber apud Latinos hoc ipso 
generali vocabulo Hcclesiasticus appellatur...... Hjusdem 
ordinis est libellus Tobiz et Judith et Maccabeorum libri. He 
places the Shepherd of Hermas on the same footing with the 
Apocrypha of the Old Test., and maintains that they might be 
read, but not quoted as authorities, “ad auctoritatem ex his 
fidei confirmandam.” Comp. Hier. in Prologo galeato, quoted 
by De Wette, Einleitung, ip. 45. 
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©) Aug. de doctr. chr. 11. 8. and other passages quoted by De 
Wette, 1. 6. Comp. Miinscher Handb. iii. p. 64 ss. 

(6) Munscher, l.c. p. 91 ss. Trechsel, iber den Kanon, die 
Kritik und Exegese der Manichier. Bern. 1832. 8. The authen- 
ticity of the Old Test., and the connection between the Old and 
the New Testaments was defended in opposition to the Mani- 
chzeans especially by Augustine de mor. eccles. cath. i. 6, 27. de 
utilitate credendi and elsewhere. 


§ 121. 


INSPIRATION AND INTERPRETATION. 


| Davidson, S., Sacred Hermeneutics, p. 1!11—162.] On the literature 
comp. § 32. 


The writers of the present period regarded inspiration 
as having reference either spiritually to the doctrines, or 
mechanically to the letter of Scripture. Not only were 
the contents of Holy Writ considered to be divinely in- 
spired,@) but it was also thought a crime even to sup- 
pose the possibility of chronological errors, and histori- 
cal contradictions on the part of the Sacred penmen.@) 
On the other hand, their different peculiarities as men 
were not overlooked, but made use of, in order to ex- 
plain the diversity of their mode of perception and 
style.@) The allegorical system of interpretation 
gave way in the Kast to the sober grammatical method 
of the Antiochian school.4) In the West, on the con- 
trary, some intimations of Augustine led to the adoption 
of a fourfold sense of Scripture, which was afterwards 
firmly established by the scholastic divines of the next 


period.) 
(4) This may be seen from certain general phrases which, hav- 


ing originated in the preceding period, had now come into gene- 
ral use, such as ein γραφὴ, κυριακαὶ γραφαὶ, “εόπνευστοι γραφαὶ, 


᾿ς coelestes litterse (Lact. Inst. iv. c. 22.), as well as the simile of 
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the lyre, (comp. § 32. 4.) which was applied in a somewhat 
different sense by Chrys. hom. de Ignat. Opp. 1. p. 594. 

@) Husebius of Cesarea says that it is ϑρωσὺ καὶ προπετὲς to as- 
sert that the sacred writers could have substituted one name 
for another, 6. g. Abimelech for Achish (’Ayx¥s.) Comment. in 
Py. xxxili. in Montfaucon coll. nov. T.i. p. 129. That Chry- 
sostom designates the words of the apostle not as such, but as 
words of the Holy Spirit, or of God (in Ey. Joh. hom. 1. Opp. 
T.. viii. p. 6. de Lazaro cone. 4. Opp. i. p: 755. and elsewhere), 
may partly be ascribed to his practico-rhetorical tendency. As 
he calls the mouth of the prophets the mouth of God (in Act. 
App. hom. xix. Opp. T. ix. p. 159.), so Augustine (de consensu 
| Evy. i. 35), compared the apostles with the hands which noted 
down that which Christ, the head, dictated. Thus he calls Gn 
Conf. vii. 21.) the Sacred Scriptures venerabilem stilum Spir. 
S. He informs Jerome of his theory of inspiration in the fol- 
lowing manner (Ep. 82. Opp. ii. p. 143): Ego enim fateor ca- 
ritati tue, solis eis Seripturarum libris, qui jam canonici appel- 
jantur, didici hune timorem honoremque deferre, ut nullum 
eorum auctorem scribendo aliquid errasse firmissime credam. 
Ac si aliquid in eis offendero litteris, quod videatur contrarium 
veritati, nihil aliud, quam velmendosum esse codicem, vel inter- 
pretem non assecutum esse, quod dictum est, vel me minime in- 
tellexisse nonambigam. Alios autem ita lego, ut quantalibet sanc- 
titate doctrinaque prepolleant, non ideo verum putem, quia ipsi 
ita senserunt, sed quia mihi vel per illos auctores canonicos, ve | 
probabili ratione, quod a vero non abhorreat, persuadere po- 
tuerunt. Nevertheless he admits (ibid. p. 150.§ 24.) that the can- 
onical authority may be restricted, inasmuch as in reference to 
the dispute between Paul and Peter, he places the former above 
the latter. Comp. de civ. Dei xvii. 41: Denique auctores 
nostri, in quibys non frustra sacrarum litterarum figitur et ter- 
minatur canon, absit ut inter se aliqua ratione dissentiant. 
Unde non immerito, cum illa scriberent, eis Deum vel per eos 
locutum, non pauci in scholis atque gymnasiis litigiosis dispu- 
tationibus garruli, sed in agris atque in urbibus cum doctis 
atque indoctis tot tantique populi crediderunt. His opinion 
concerning the miraculous origin of the Septuagint version ac- 
cords with that of the earlier Fathers. ibid. c. 42—44, where he 
attributes (as many Hyperlutherans afterwards did in reference 
to the Lutheran translation) the defects of that translation to a 
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kind of inspiration which had regard to the circumstances of 
the times. But this odd notion does not exclude the noble 
idea of a revelation which continues to manifest itself—an idea 
which is above the narrow adherence to the letter, and forms 
the basis of his belief in tradition.—Similar views probably in- 
duced Gregory the Great to say in reference to the researches 
of learned men relative to the author of the book of Job, that 
it was not necessary to know the pen with which the King of 
Kings had written his royal letter, but that it sufficed to have 
a full conviction of its Divine contents. Thus he assigns, on the 
one hand, the authorship of this book to the Holy Spirit, while 
on the other he leaves open all discussions concerning the 
human instruments—discussions which were greatly dreaded 
in later times. Gregory the Great Moral. in Job. pref. 6. 1. § 2. 

©) Thus Theodore of Mopsuestia, who went perhaps farther 
than any other writer, assumed different degrees of inspiration. 
He ascribed to Solomon not the gift of prophecy, but only that 
of wisdom, and judged of the book of Job and the Song 
of Solomon, only from the human point of view. Hence the 
. fifth cecumenical synod found fault with him on this very ac- 
count. Mansi ix. 223. But Chrysostom, and also Jerome, ad- 
mitted human peculiarities, the one in reference to the gospels 
(Hom. i. in Matth.), the other with respect to the apostle Paul 
(on Gal. v. 12.) ; comp. Neander, Kirchengesch. ἢ. 2. p. 751. 
Basil the Great says respecting the prophets (in the com- 
mentary on Isaiah commonly ascribed to him, Opp. T. 1. p. 
379. ed. Ben.): “ As it is not every substance which is 
fitted to reflect images, but only such as possess a certain 
smoothness and transparency, so the effective power of the 
Spirit is not visible in all souls, but only in such as are neither 
perverse nor distorted.” (Rudelbach p. 28.) Augustine (de 
consensu evang. i. 12.) asserts, that the evangelists had written 
ut quisque meminerat; ut cuique cordi erat, vel brevius vel 
prolixius; but he is careful not to be misunderstood, lib. i. ¢. 2: 
Quamyis singuli suum quendam narrandi ordinem tenuisse 
videantur, non tamen unusquisque eorum velut alterius ignarus 
voluisse scribere reperitur, vel ignorata preetermisisse, que 
scripsisse alius invenitur: sed sicut unicuique inspiratum est, 
non superfluam cooperationem sui laboris adjunxit.—Concerning 
Gregory of Nazianzum, comp. Orat. ii. 105. p. 60. See Ullmann 
p- 805. note. Hpiphanius opposed very decidedly the notions 
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derived from the old μαντική (comp. § 32.) according to which 
the inspired writers were entirely passive, and supposed that the 
prophets enjoyed a clear perception of the Divine, a calm dis- 
position of mind, etc. Comp. her. 48. ο. 5. and Jerome Prem. 
in Nahum, in Habacuc et in Jesaiam: Neque vero ut Monta- 
nus cum insanis feminis somniat, Prophetz in exstasi sunt lo- 
cuti, ut nescirent, quid loquerentur, et quum alios erudirent, 
ipsi ignorarent, quod dicerent. Though Jerome allows that 
human (e. g. grammatical) faults might have occurred, yet he 
guards himself against any dangerous inferences which might 
be drawn from his premises (Comment. in ep. ad Ephes. lib. 1]. 
ad cap. iii. 1): Nos quotiescunque solecismos aut tale quid an- 
notamus, non Apostolum pulsamus, ut malevoli criminantur, sed 
magis Apostoli assertores sumus, etc. According to him the 
Divine power of the word itself destroyed these apparent ble- 
mishes, or caused. believers to overlook them. “ The opinion 
of these theologians manifestly was, that the external phenomena 
do not preclude the reality of the highest effects of Divine grace.” 
Rudelbach, p. 42. 

(4) Theodoret, who may be considered as the representative 
of this tendency, rejects both the false allegorical, and the 
merely historical systems of interpretation. Protheoria in 
Psalmos (ed Schulze) T.i. p. 603. in Rudelbach, p. 36. (He 
calls the latter a Jewish rather than Christian interpretation.) 
Comp. Minter uber die antiochen. Schule, 1. ὁ. and Neander 
Kirchengesch. ii. 2. p. 748 ss. 

(5) It igs remarkable that Augustine, on the one hand, under- 
stands all biblical narratives in their strictly historical, literal 
sense, and, on the other, leaves ample scope for allegorical in- 
terpretation. Thus he takes much pains, de civ. Dei xv. 27. 
to defend the narrative of the ark of Noah against mathemati- 
cal and physical objections (he even supposes a miracle by 
which carnivorous animals were changed into herbivorous), 
nevertheless he thinks that all this had happened only ad pre- 
figurandam ecclesiam, and represents the clean and unclean 
animals as types of Judaism and Paganism, etc. [Comp. also 
Davidson, 1. c. p. 198. where another specimen is given.| The 
passage de genes. ad litter. ab init.: In libris autem omnibus 
sanctis intueri oportet, que 101 «eterna intimentur, que facta 
narrentur, que futura prenuntientur, que agenda precipiantur, 
has given rise to the doctrine of a fourfold sense of Scripture ; 
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comp. with it de util. cred. 3: omnis igitur scriptura, que tes- 
tamentum vetus vocatur, diligenter eam nosse cupientibus qua- 
drifariam traditur, secundum historiam, secundum etiologiam, 
secundum analogiam, secundum allegoriam; the further exposi- 
tion of his views is given ibid. [ Davidson, 1. 6. p. 137.| According 
to Augustineseventhingsare necessary tothe right interpretation 
of Scripture, doctr. christ. 11. 7: timor, pietas, scientia, fortitu- 
do, consilium, purgatio cordis, sapientia. But he who will per- 
fectly interpret an author, must be animated by love to him, de 
util. cred. 6: Agendum enim tecum prius est, ut auctores ipsos 
non oderis, deinde ut ames, et hoc agendum quovis alio modo 
potius, quam exponendis eorum sententiis et literis. Propterea 
quia si Virgilium odissemus, imo si non eum priusquam intel- 
lectus esset, majorum nostrum commendatione diligeremus, nun- 
quam nobis satisfieret de illis ejus queestionibus innumerabilibus, 
quibus grammatici agitari et perturbari solent, nec audiremus 
libenter, qui cum ejus laude illas expediret, sed ei faveremus, 
quiper eas illum errasse ac delirasse conaretur ostendere. Nune 
vero cum eas multi ac varie pro suo quisque captu aperire con- 
entur, his potissimum plauditur, per quorum expositionem me- 
lor invenitur poeta, qui non solum nihil peccasse, sed nihil non 
laudabiliter cecinisse ab eis etiam qui illum non intelligunt, cre- 
ditur......Quantum erat ut similem benevolentiam preberemus 
eis, per quos locutum esse spiritum sanctum tam diuturna vetus- 
tate firmatum est ? . 


8 129, 
TRADITION AND THE CONTINUANCE OF INSPIRATION. 


The belief in the inspiration of the Scriptures neither 
excluded faith in existing tradition, nor in a continuance 
of inspiration, Not only passing visions, by which pious 
individuals received Divine instructions and disclo- 
sures,(@-) were compared to the revelations recorded in 
Scripture, but still more the continued inspiration which 
the Fathers enjoyed when assembled in council.2) [ἢ 
course of time it became necessary to lay down certain 
rules by which to judge of ecclesiastical tradition de- 
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veloping itself on its own historical foundation in order 
to prevent possible abuses. Such rules were drawn up 
by Vincentius Lerinensis, who laid down the three cri- 
teria of antiquitas (veluntas), wniversitas, and consensio, 
as marks of true ecclesiastical tradition.(3-) 


@) Comp. Minscher Handbuch, iii. p. 100: “ Such exalted views 
on inspiration cannot appear strange to us, since they existed 
in an age when Christians believed and recorded numerous Di- 
vine revelations and inspirations still granted to holy men, and 
especially to monks.” Such revelations of course were supposed 
not to be contradictory either to Scripture, or to the tradition 
of the church. Thus the voice from heaven, which said to 
Augustine: “ Ego sum, qui sum,”—and “ tolle lege” directed 
him to the Scriptures. Conf. viii. 12. 

©) The decisions of the councils were represented as deci- 
sions of the Holy Spirit (placuit Spiritui Sancto et nobis.) 
Comp. the letter of Constantine to the church of Alexandria, 
Socrat. 1.9: ὃ γὰρ τοῖς τριωκοσίοις ἤρεσεν ἐπισκόποις, οὐδέν ἐστιν ἕτερον, ἢ τοῦ 
Θεοῦ γνώμη, μάλιστά γε ὅπου τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα τοιούτων καὶ τηλικούτων ἀνδρῶν 
διανοίαις ἐγκείμενον, τὴν “είαν βούλησιν ἐξεφώτισεν. The emperor indeed 
spoke thus as ἃ layman. But Pope Leo the Great expressed 
himself in the same way, and claimed inspiration not only for 
councils ep. 114. 2. 145. 1., but also for emperors and imperial 
decretals ep. 162. 3. ep. 148. 84. 1., even for himself, ep. 16. and 
serm. 25. Comp. Griesbach Opusc.i. p. 21. Concerning the 
somewhat different opinions of Gregory of Nazianzum, (ep. ad 
Procop. 55.) on the one hand, and of Augustine (de bapt. contra 
Don. 11. 6. 3.) and Facundus of Hermiane (defensio trium capi- 
tul. ὁ. 7.) on the other, see Neander Kirchengesch. 11. 1. p. 
374—79. In accordance with his views on the relation of the 
Septuagint to the original Hebrew (§ 121), Augustine supposes 
that the decisions of earlier councils were completed by those 
of later ones, without denying the inspiration of the former, 
since “ the decision of councils only gives public sanction to that 
result which the developement of the church had reached.” In- 
spiration accommodates itself to the wants of the time. Re- 
Specting this “ economy,” and its abuses see Muinscher, I. ὁ. p. 
156 ss. 

°) Commonitorium or Tractatus pro catholice fidei antiqui- 
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tate et. universitate (composed in the year 433.) Vincentius 
assumes a twofold source of knowledge, 1. divine legis aucto- 
ritas, 2. ecclesiz catholics traditio. The latter is necessary on 
account of the different interpretations given to Scripture. The 
sensus ecclesiasticus is the only right one, Vuincentius, like 
Augustine, also supposes that tradition may in a certain sense 
advance, so that any opinion, respecting which the church has 
not as yet pronounced a decision, is not to be considered here- 
‘tical, but may be condemned as such, if it be contrary to the 
more fully developed faith of the church. Thus many of the 
opinions of the earlier Fathers might be reconciled with the de- 
cisions of later councils. 


§ 123. 
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD, 


The prevailing tendency to didactic demonstration in- 
duced men to attempt the establishment of a philosophi- 
cal proof of the existence of God, in which Christians 
had hitherto believed as an axiom.@-) Inthe writings of 
some of the Fathers, both of the preceding and present 
periods, e. g. Athanasius and Gregory of Nazianzum, we 
meet with what might be called the phystco-theological 
argument, if we understand by it an argument drawn 
from the beauty and wisdom displayed in nature, which 
is always calculated to promote practical piety. But 
both the writers before mentioned, mistrusted a merely 
objective proof, and showed that a pure and pious mind 
would best find and know God.@) The cosmological 
proof propounded by Duodore of Tarsus,3.) and the 
ontological argument of Augustine and Boéthius(4) lay 
claim to a higher degree of logical precision and philoso- 
phical certainty. The former argument was based upon 
the principle that there must be a sufficient ground for 
every thing. Augustine and Boethius inferred the exis- 
‘tence of God from the existence of general ideas— 
a proof which was more fully developed in the next 
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period by Anselm, and still later by Cartesius, on which 
account it has often been named after either of them. 


Q) Kven Arnobius considered this belief to be an axiom, and 
thought it quite as dangerous to attempt to prove the existence 
of God, as to deny it; adv. gent. i. ὁ. 33: Quisquamne est 
hominum, qui non cum principis notione diem nativitatis intra- 
verit ? cui non sit ingenitum, non affixum, 1mo ipsis pene in 
genitalibus matris non impressum, non insitum, esse regem ac 
dominum, cunctorum quecunque sunt moderatorem ? 

©) Athan, adv. gent. i. p. 3 ss. (like Theophilus of Antioch, 
comp. § 35. 7.) starts with the idea, that none but a pure and 
sinless soul can see God (Matth. v. 8.) He too compares the 
heart of man to a mirror. But as it is sullied by sin, God has 
revealed himself by means of his creation, and when this proved 
no longer sufficient, by the prophets, and lastly, by the Logos. 
Gregory of Nazianzum argues in a similar way; he infers the 
existence of the Creator from his works as the sight of a lyre 
reminds us both of him who made it, and of him who plays it. 
Orat. xxviii. 6. p. 499. Comp. Orat. xxvii. 16. p. 507. 508. 
Orat. xiv. 33. p. 281. But he too appeals to Matth. v. 8. 
“ Rise from thy low condition by thy conversation, by purity of 
heart unite thyself to the pure. Wilt thou become a divine, and 
worthy of the Godhead? Then keep God’s commandments, 
and walk according to his precepts, for action is the first step 
to knowledge.” Ullmann p. 317. Augustine also propounds 
in an eloquent manner, and in the form of a prayer, what is 
commonly called the physico-theological argument (Conf. x. 6): 
Sed et ccelum et terra et omnia, que in eis sunt, ecce undique 
mihi dicunt, ut te amem, nec cessant dicere omnibus, ut sint 
inexcusabiles, etc. Ambrose, Basil the Great, Chrysostom, and 
others express themselves in much the same manner. 

©) Diodor. κατὰ εἱμαρμένης in Phot. Bibl. Cod. 223. p. 209 b. 
The world is subject to change. But this change presupposes 
something constant at its foundation, the variety of creatures 
points to a creative unity; for change itself is a condition 
which has had a commencement : τροπὴ γὰρ πάϑος ἐστὶν ἀρχόμενον, 
καὶ οὐκ ἄν τις εἴποι τροπὴν ἄναρχον" καὶ συντόμως εἰπεῖν, τῶν στοιχείων καὶ 
σῶν ἐξ αὐτῶν ζώων τε καὶ σωμάτων ἡ πάνσοφος τροπὴ, καὶ τῶν σχημάτων καὶ 
χρωμάτων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ποιοτήτων ἡ ποικίλη διωφορὼ μόνον οὐχὶ φωνὴν ἀφίησι 
μήτε ἀγέννητον μήτε αὐτόμωτον νομίζειν τὸν κόσμον, μήτ᾽ αὖ ἀπρονόητον, Deby 
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δὲ αὐτοῖς καὶ τὸ εἶναι καὶ τὸ εὖ εἶναι παρασχόμενον σαφῶς εἰδέναι καὶ ἀδισ- 
τάκτως ἐπίστασϑαι. 

(4) Aug. de lib. arb. it. ο. 3—15. There are certain general 
ideas which represent what is true in respect to every man, and 
do not vary according to the perception of every individual as 
sensuous ideas. Such are all mathematical truths, 6. g. that 
three and seven make ten; such is also the higher metaphysi- 
cal truth, truth as such which is the same with wisdom, (vert- 
tas, sapientia.) But this absolute truth which the human mind 
necessarily requires, is God himself.—Boéthius expresses him- 
self still more definitely, de consol. phil. ii, Prosa 10; he shows 
that empirical observation and the perception of the imperfect 
lead necessarily to the idea of perfection and its reality in God. 
Omne enim quod imperfectum esse dicitur, id deminutione per- 
fecti imperfectum esse perhibetur. Quo sit, ut si in quolibet 
genere imperfectum quid esse videatur, in eo perfectum quoque 
aliquid esse necesse sit. Htenim perfectione sublata, unde illud 
quod imperfectum perhibetur extiterit, ne fingi quidem potest. 
Neque enim a diminutis inconsummatisque natura rerum cepit 
exordium, sed ab integris absolutisque procedens, in hec ex- 
trema atque effeeta dilabitur, Quod gi.........est quadam boni 
fragilis imperfecta felicitas, esse aliquam solidam perfectamque 
non potest dubitari......... Deum rerum omnium principum bonum 
esse, communis humanorum conceptio probat animorum. Nam 
cum nihil Deo mcelius excogitari queat, id quo melius nihil est, 
bonum esse quis dubitet ? ita vero bonum esse Deum ratio de- 
monstrat, ut perfectum quoque in eo bonum esse convincat. 
Nam ni tale sit, rerum omnium princeps esse non poterit......... 
Quare ne in infinitum ratio procedat, confitendum esse Summum 
Deum summi perfectique boni esse plenissimum. Compare 
Schleiermacher, Geschichte der Philosophie, p, 166: “ Augus- 
tine 1s said to have given the first proof of the existence of God, 
But we are not to understand by this, that he demonstrated vt 
in an objectionable manner, 1. 6. objectively ; he only desires ta 
show, that the idea of God is at the foundation of all human 
speculation,” 
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8.194. 


CONCERNING THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD AND THE DIVINE 
NATURE. 


The definitions of orthodox theologians respecting the 
Trinity were, on the one hand, based on the supposition 
that God may be known by means of his revelation, and 
on the other, implied that the contents of that same re- 
velation (as ideally developed in the dogmas of the 
church) are a mystery. These theologians therefore 
took no offence at the contradiction involved in such de- 
finitions, but thought it quite proper that reason should 
submit to revelation. The Arians on the contrary, in 
accordance with their more rationalistic system, which 
was principally carried aut in all its logical consequences 
by Eunomius, asserted the possibility of a perfect know- 
ledge of God.C)—Though the notions concerning the 
Divine Being, and the doctrinal definitions of the church, 
were still mixed up with much that savoured of anthro- 
pomorphism,@-) yet the speculative tendency of the most 
eminent theologians of the present period led them care- 
fully to avoid all gross representations of the Godhead. 
Thus Athanasius taught that God is above all existence; 
Augustine doubted whether it would be proper to call 
God a substance.3.) Gregory of Nazianzum, on the 
other hand, showed, that it is not sufficient merely to 
deny the sensuous.) The gross and carnal notions of 
the Audians concerning God met with little approba- 
tion,©-) while the Monophysites, by blending the Divine 
and the human, promoted anthropomorphism under the 
mask of Christian orthodoxy .(®) 


“) According to Socrat. iv. 7. Eunomius maintained, that we 
know quite as much of the nature of God, as the Creator him- 
self. It does not follow, because the mind of some is im- 
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paired with sin, that the same is true in reference to all. The 
natural man indeed has not the knowledge in question; but 
what is the use of a revelation which reveals nothing? Christ 
has opened unto us a way to the perfect knowledge of God. 
He is the door, viz. to this knowledge. Eunomius attached 
the greatest importance to the theoretical, didactical part of 
religion, and supposed its very essence to consist in the 
ἀχρίβεια τῶν doywarw.—Comp. the refutations of Gregory of 
Nazianzum, Gregory of Nyssa, and of Basil. Alose, Geschichte 
und Lehre des Eunomius. Kiel 1833. p. 36 ss. Ullmann, Gre- 
gory of Naz. p. 318. ss. Neander, Chrysostomusi. p. 353. and 
Kirchengesch. ii. 2. p. 854. The latter defines the characteristic 
feature of Eunomius as “ supranaturalistic dogmatism, which 
ts closely allied to rationalism ;’” his opponents charged him with 
having changed theology into technology. Basil also reminds 
him (Ep. 16.) of the impossibility of explaining the nature of 
God, since he cannot explain the nature even of an ant! The 
Arian Philostorgius, on the contrary, thought it praiseworthy, 
that Eunomius had abandoned the doctrine of the incompre- 
hensibility of God, which Arius himself defended. Hist. eccles. 
Kallen 

©.) Examples are given by Minscher ed. by von Colln, 1. p. 
136. Comp. also Lact. Inst. vu. 21. where he calls the Holy 
Spirit purus ac liquidus, and in aque modum fluidus. 

©) Athan. contra gent. p. 3: ἐπέκεινω τῆς οὐσίας, ὑπηρούσιος, Aug. 
de trin. v. 2. vil. 5. prefers the use of the word essentia to 
substantia, comp. de civ. Dei xu. 2. though he calls himself 
(Ep. 177. 4.) God substantialiter ubique diffusus. Comp. Boeth. 
de trin. ὁ. 4: Nam quum dicimus Deus, substantiam quidem 
significare videmur, sed eam, que sit ultra substantiam. 
Augustine’s writings however contain many profound thoughts 
relative to the knowledge of God. But every thing shows how 
much he felt the insufficiency of language to express the nature 
of God. de doctr. christ. 1. c. 6: Imo vero me nihil aliud quam 
dicere voluisse sentio. Si autem dixi, non est quod dicere volui, 
Hoc unde scio, nisi qui Deus ineffabilis est: quod autem a me 
dictum est, si ineffabile esset, dictum non esset. Ac per hoc ne 
ineffabilis quidem dicendus est Deus, quia et hoc cum dicitur, 
aliquid dicitur. Et fit nescio quae pugna verborum, quoniam si 
illud est ineffabile, quod dici non potest, non est ineffabile quod 
vel ineffabile dici potest. Que pugna verborum silentio cavenda 
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potius quam voce pacanda est. Et tamen Deus, cum de illo nihil 
digne dici possit, admisit humanze vocis obsequium et verbis 
nostris in laude sua gaudere nos voluit. Nam inde est quod et 
dicitur Deus.—On this account he, as well as Tertullian (§ 38. 
3.) assigns to anthropomorphism its proper position, de vera 
rel. 50: Habet enim omnis lingua sua quedam propria genera 
locutionum, que cum in aliam linguam transferuntur, videntur 
absurda, and the remainder of the passage; de genesi c. 17: 
omnes, qui spiritaliter intelligunt scripturas, non membra 
corporea per ista nomina, sed spiritales potentius accipere 
didicerunt, sicut galeas et scutum et gladium et alia multa.— 
But he prefers such anthropomorphism, as forms an idea of 
God from corporeal and spiritual analogics, though erroneous, 
to the purely imaginary speculations of conceited philosophers, 
de trinit. Lib. 1. ab init. It is not we, that know God, but God, 
who makes himself known to us, de vera rel. c. 48: Omnia, 
que de hac luce mentis a me dicta sunt, nulla quam eadem 
luce manifesta sunt. Per hance enim intelligo vera esse que 
dicta sunt et hec me intelligere per hane rursus intelligo.— 
The same spirit is expressed in the beautiful passage from the 
(spurious) Solilog. anime c. 31: Qualiter cognovite? Cognovi 
te in te; cognovi te non sicut tibi es, sed certe sicut mihi es, et 
non sine te, sed in te, quia tues lux, que iluminasti me. 
Sicut enim tibi es, soli tibi cognitus es; sicut mihi es, secun- 
dum gratiam tuam et mihi cognitus es . . . Cognovi enim te, 
quoniam Deus meus es tu. (comp. Cyrill of Jerusalem below, 
δ 2.7.1. 

@) Οταῦ. xxviii. 7—10. p- 500 sqq. in Ullmann p. 530.° The 
negative knowledge of God is of no more use, than to be told 
that twice five are neither 2, nor 3, nor 4, nor 5, nor 20, nor 
40, without being told that it is 10.—Gregory thinks that the 
words ὁ ὧν and ϑεὸς are comparatively speaking the best ex- 
pressions to denote the Divine being: but gives the preference 
to the name ὁ ὧν, partly because God applied it to himself (Ex. 
11, 14.), partly because it is more significant. Jor the term 
Jes, 15 derived from another word, and can be taken relatively 
(like the name Lord); but the appellation ὁ ὧν is in every 
respect independent, and belongs to none but God. Orat. xxx. 
17. and 18. p. 552. 553. Ullmann p. 324. note. 

©) Comp. above § 106. note 5. 
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(Ὁ) Comp. what is said respecting Theopaschitism, § 102. 
note 3. 


8 125. 
THE UNITY OF GOD. 


Polytheism and Gnosticism having been defeated, it 
was of less importance in the present period, than in the 
preceding, to defend the unity of God. The dualism of 
the Manichzeans alone called for a defence of Mono- 
theism.) The definitions respecting the Trinity more- 
over made it necessary, that the church should not fail 
distinctly to declare, that the doctrine of the Trinity 
does not exclude that of the unity of God.@) In treat- 
ing of this subject, theologians used much the same 
language as those of the former period. 


C) Athanasius contra gent. p. 6. combated the Dualism of the 
Gnostics. In opposition to the Manicheans Titus of Bostra 
(contra Manich. lib. i. in Basnagii mon. t. 1. p. 63. ss.), 
Didymus of Alexandria (ibid. p. 204. 205.), Gregory of Nyssa 
(contra Manich. syllogismi x. Opp. ii. p. 180.), Cyrill of Je- 
rusalem (Cat. vi. 20. p. 92..[94.]), and Augustine in his different 
polemical writings, defended the doctrine of one Divine being. 

©) Comp. e.g. the Symbolum Athanasianum § 97. et tamen 
non sunt tres Dii, etc. On the controversy with the Tritheites 
and 'Tetratheites see § 96. 

@) KH. σι, Lact. i. 3. Arnob. 1. iii. Rufin. expos. p. 18: Quod 
autem dicimus, orientis ecclesias tradere unum Deum, patrem 
omnipotentem et unum Dominum, hoc modo intelligendum est, 
unum non numero dici, sed universitate. Verbi gratia: si quis 
enim dicit unum hominem, aut unum equum, hic unum pro 
numero posuit. Potest enim et alius homo esse et tertius, vel 
equus. Ubi autem secundus vel tertius non potest jungi, 
unus si dicatur, non numeri, sed universitatis est nomen. Ut si 
6. 6. dicamus unum solem, hic unus ita dicitur, ut alius vel 
tertius addi non possit; unus est enim sol. Multo magis ergo 


THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. ous 


Deus cum unus dicitur, unus non numeri, sed universitatis 


vocabulo notatur, i. e. quia propterea unus dicatur quod alius 
non sit. 


8. 126. 
THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


Several theologians, 6. g. Gregory of Nazianzum, Cyrill 
of Jerusalem, and others, showed that what we call the 
attributes of God, are only expressions by which we de- 
slgnate his relation to the world, and that these expres- 
sions are either negative or figurative." But Augus- 
tine proved in a very ingenious manner, that the attri- 
butes of God cannot be separated from his nature as con- 
tingent phenomena.) Other theologians of the present 
period were equally cautious in defining particular attri- 
butes, 6. g. those of omniscience and omnipresence.(*-) 
Some endeavoured to refine the idea of the retributive 
justice of God, and to defend it against the charge of 
arbitrariness, while others again sought to reconcile the 
omniscience of God, and consequently his foreknowledge, 
with human liberty.©? | 


(1) Gregory says Orat. vi. 12. p. 187: “ There can be no an- 
tithesis in the Godhead, because it would destroy its very na- 
ture; the Godhead, on the contrary, is in so perfect a harmony 
not only with itself, but also with other beings, that some of the 
names of God have a particular reference to this agreement. 
Thus he is called peace and love.’ Among the attributes of 
God he assigns (next to his eternity and infinity) the first place 
to love. Ullmann, p. 333.— Cyrill of Jerusalem maintains that 
our ideas of God, and the attributes which we ascribe to him, 
are not adequate to his nature, Cat. vi. 2. p. 87. (Oxon. 78.) : ᾿ 
λέγομεν γὰρ οὐχ, ὅσα δεῖ περὶ Jebv (μόνῳ γὰρ αὐτῷ ταῦτω γνώριμα) ἀλλ᾽ ὅσα 
ἡμετέρα ἀσϑένειωα βαστάσαι δύναται. Οὐ γὰρ τὸ, τί ἐστι Θεὸς, ἐξηγούμεϑα: 
GAN ὅτι τὸ ὠκριβὲς περὶ αὐτοῦ οὐκ οἴδαμεν, μετ᾽ εὐγνωμοσύνης ὁμολογοῦμεν" ἐν 
τοῖς γὰρ περὶ Θεοῦ μεγὰλη γνῶσις, τὸ τὴν ἀγνωσίαν ὁμολογεῖν (comp. also 
the subsequent part of the passage.) | 
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?) De civ. Dei xi. 10: Propter hoc itaque natura dicitur sim- 
plex, cui non sit aliquid habere, qttod vel possit amittere; vel 
aliud sit habens, aliud quod habet; sicut vas aliquem liquorem, 
aut corpus colorem, aut aér lucem sive fervorem, aut anima sa- 
pientiam. Nihil enim horum est id quod habet: nam neque 
vas liquor est, nec corpus color, nec aér lux sive fervor, neque 
anima sapientia est. Hine est, quod etiam privari possunt rebus 
quas habent, et in alios habitus vel qualitates verti atque mutari, 
ut et vas evacuetur humore quo plenum est, et corpus decolo- 
retur, et aer tenebrescat, et anima desipiat, etc. (This reason- 
ing is identical with the proposition of Schleiermacher, that in 
that which is absolute the subject and the predicate are one 
and the same thing; see his work: Geschichte der Philosophie 
Ῥ. 166.) Comp. Boéth. de trin. 4: Deus vero hoe ipsum, quod 
est, Deus est; nihil enim aliud est, nisi quod est, ac per hoc 
ipsum Deus est. 

® God does not know things, because they are, but things 
are, because God knows them, Aug. 1. ¢c.: Ex quo occurrit ani- 
mo quiddam mirum, sed tamen verum, quod iste mundus nobis 
notus esse non posset, nisi esset: Deo autem nisi notus esset, 
esse non posset. Respecting omnipresence compare what he 
says, 1. 6. 6. 20: Deus non alicubi est; quid enim alicubi est, 
continetur loco, quid loco continetur, corpus est. Non igitur 
alicubi est, et tamen quia est et in loco non est, in illo sunt po- 
tius omnia, quam ipse alicubi. He also excluded both the idea 
of space, and (in reference to the eternity of God) that of suc- 
cession of time, Conf. ix. 10, 2: jfuisse et futurum esse non est 
in vita divina, sed esse solum, quoniam eterna est. Nam fuisse 
et futurum esse non est eternum. Comp. de civ. Dei xi. 5.— 
He thus rejected moreover the notion of Origen (condemned by 
Justinian) that God had created only as many beings as he 
could survey; de civ. Dei xii. 18. 

“) Lactantius wrote a separate treatise : de ira Dei (Inst. lib. 
y.) on this subject. His principal argument is the following: 
if God could not hate, he could not love ; since he loves good, 
he must hate evil, and bestow good upon those whom he loves, 
evil upon those whom he hates. Comp. Augustin de vera rel. 
c. 15. de civ. Dei, 1. 9. and elsewhere. : 

© Chrys. in Ep. ad Eph. Hom. i. (on ch. 1. 5.) distinguishes 
in this respect between an antecedent (ϑέλημα προηγούμενον) 
and a subsequent volition (Sanwa δεύτερον) According to the 
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former (τὸ σροδοὺν θέλημα, ϑέλημα εὐδοκίας), ali are to be saved, ac- 
cording to the latter sinners must be punished. 


§ 127. 
CREATION. 


Since the idea of generation from the essence of the 
Father was applied to the Son of God alone, and em- 
ployed to denote the difference between him and the 
other persons of the Trinity on the one hand, and be- 
tween him and all created beings on the other, the idea 
of creation was susceptible of a more precise definition. 
The notion of Origen was combated by Methodius,Q) 
and rejected by the chief supporters of orthodoxy, viz. 
Athanasius and Augustine?) The figurative interpre- 
tation of the narrative of the fall fell into disrepute along 
with the allegorical system of interpretation. It became 
therefore the more necessary to abide by the historical 
conception of the Mosaic account, inasmuch as it forms 
the basis of the history of the fall, which in its turn 
served as the foundation of the Augustinian theology. 
But Augustine endeavoured even in this case to spirit- 
ualize the literal as much as possible, and to blend it with 
the allegorical.@-) The dualistic theory of emanation 
held by the Manichzans and Priscillianists was still the 
antagonist of the doctrine of a creation out of nothing.@) 


(.) In his work περὶ γενητῶν, Extracts of it are given by Pho- 
tius Bibl. cod. 235. p. 301. 

@) Athan. contra arian. Orat. 11. Opp. T. 1. p. 336, Augus- 
tine endeavoured to remove the idea of time from the notion of 
God, and at the same time to retain the doctrine, that creation - 
had a beginning, by representing God as the author of time. 
Conf. xi. 10 ss. c. 18.:...Que tempora fuissent, que abs te con- 
dita non essent? Aut quomodo preeterirent, si nunquam fuis- 
sent? Cum ergo sis operator omnium temporum, si fuit ali- 
quod tempus, antequam feceras ccelum et terram, cur dicitur, 
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quod ab opere cessabas? Id ipsum enim tempus tu feceras, nec 
preterire potuerunt tempora, antequam faceres tempora. Si 
autem ante ccelum et terram nullum erat tempus, cur queritur, 
quid tune faciebas? Non enim erat tunc, ubi non erat tempus. 
Nec tu tempore tempora precedis, alioquin non omnia tempora 
preecederes. Sed precedis omnia preterita célsitudine semper 
presentis eternitatis, et superas omnia futura, quia illa futura 
sunt, et cum venerint, preeterita erunt; tu autem idem ipseres, 
et anni tui non deficiunt.—Cf. de civ. Dei vii. 30. xi. 4—6. ὁ. 6. 
xii, 15—17. 

(3) Thus he said in reference to the six days: Qui dies cujus- 
modi sint, aut perdifficile nobis, aut etiam impossibile est cogi- 
tare, quanto magis dicere. de civ. Dei xi. 6. Concerning the 
seventh day, ibid. 8. his views are very nearly those of Origen : 
Cum vero in die septimo requievit Deus ab omnibus operibus 
suis et sanctificavit eum, nequaquam est accipiendum puerzliter, 
tamquam Deus laboraverit operando, qui dixit et facta sunt, 
verbo intelligibili et sempiterno, non sonabili et temporali. Sed 
requies Dei requiem significat eorum, qui requiescunt in Deo, 
sicut letitia domus letitiam significat eorum, qui letantur in 
domo, etiamsi non eos domus ipsa, sed alia res aliqua leetos facit 
etc. Onthe system of chronology comp. xu. 10. 

“) Baur, manichzisches Religionssystem, p. 42 ss.: “ The 
Manichean system acknowledges no creation properly speaking, 
but only a mixture, by means of which the two opposite princi- 
ples so pervade each other, that their product ws the existing sys- 
tem of the world, which partakes of the nature of beth.” Comp. 
the statements of the Manichzan Felix which are there given. 
—On the Priscillianists see Orosii Commonitor. ad August. 
Neander, Kirchengeschichte, 11. 3. p. 1488 ss. 


8. 128. 


THE RELATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF CREATION TO THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


As the distinguishing characteristics of each of the 
persons of the Trmity had been more precisely defined 
(§ 95.), the question arose among theologians, to which 
of the three persons the work of creation was to be as- 
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signed? In the Apostles’ Creed God the Father (with- 
out any further distinction) was declared the creator of 
the world, in the Nicene Creed the Son was said to have 
taken a part in the creation, and the council of Constan- 
tinople asserted the same with regard to the Holy 
Ghost.C) ° Gregory of Nazianzum maintained, in accor- 
dance with some other theologians of this period, that 
the work of creation had been brought about by the Son, 
and finished by the Holy Ghost.@.) 


7) Symb. ap.: Credo in Deum Patrem omnipotentem, crea- 
torem ceeli et terre. Comp. what Rufinus says on this passage; 
he shows that all things are created through the Son. The 
Nicene Creed calls the Father παντοκράτορα πάντων ὁρατῶν τε καὶ 
ἀοράτων ποιητὴν, but says in reference to the Son, of οὗ ra πάντα 
ἐγένετο, ta τε ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ ra even γῇ. The symbol of Constan- 
tinople calls the Holy Spirit τὸ ζωοποιόν. 

@) Orat. Xxxvili. 9. p. 668 :.....««καὶ τὸ ἐννόημνα ἔργον ἦν, λόγῳ συμ- 
πληρούμενον καὶ πνεύματι τελειούμενον, He calls the Son also τεχνίτης 
λόγος. Comp. Ullmann, p. 490. Other theologians followed 
Augustine’s example in referring the work of creation to the 
whole Trinity. Thus Fulgentius of Ruspe de trin. c. 8. 


§ 129. 


DESIGN OF THE UNIVERSE.—PROVIDENCE.—PRESERVATION 
AND GOVERNMENT OF THE WORLD. 


According to the prevailing opinion of theologians, 
the world was created not for the sake of God,{!) but 
of man.@) In opposition to a mechanical view of the 
universe, the profound Augustine directed attention to 
the connection subsisting between creation and preserva- 
tion ;@-) but more special care was bestowed during the 
present period upon the doctrine of providence, on which 
Chrysostom and Theodoret in the Kast, and Salvian in 
the West composed separate treatises.) They took 
special pains to show, in accordance with the spirit of 

Z 
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Christianity, that the providence of God extends to the 
most minute particulars.@) Jerome however did not 
agree with them, and thinking it derogatory to the Di- 
vine being to exercise such special care respecting the 
lower creation, maintained that God concerns himself 
only about the genus, but not about the species.@) He 
thus prepared the way for the distinction made by the 
African bishop Junilius (who lived about the middle of 
the sixth century) between gubernatio generalis and gu- 
bernatio specialis,(7) which appeared, in one aspect at 
least, to substitute an abstract mechanism for the con- 
crete idea of God. 


“) Thus Augustine maintained de vera rel. 15. that the 
angels in serving God do not profit him, but themselves. Deus 
enim bono alterius non indiget, quoniam a se ipso est. 

©) Nemesius de nat, hom. i. p. 30. ss. (ed Oxon. 1671): 
ἀπέδειξεν οὖν ὁ Λύγος τὴν τῶν φυτῶν γένεσιν μὴ Os ἑαυτὴν, GAN εἰς τροφὴν καὶ 
σύστασιν τῶν ἀν)ρώπων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ζῶὥων γεγενημένην, and in reference 
to the animals he Says, p. 94 : κοινῇ δὲ πάντα πρὸς ϑεραπείαν ἀνδρώπων 
συντελεῖν πέφυκε, καὶ τὰ μὴ ταῖς ἄλλαις χρείαις χρήσιμα. In support of 
his views he adduces the example of useful domestic animals, 
and observes with regard to hurtful animals, that they had not 
been so prior to the fall, and that man possesses even now 
means sufficient to subdue them. Comp. Chrys. hom. πρὸς τοὺς 
καταλείψαντας τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, Opp. LT. vi. p. 272. (id. Bauermeister 
Ῥ. 8): Ἥλιος ἀνέτειλε διὰ σὲ, καὶ σελήνη τὴν νύχτα ἐφώτισε, καὶ ποικίλος 
ἀστέρων ἀνέλαμνψε χορός" ἔπνευσαν ἄνεμοι διὰ σὲ, ἔδραμον “ποταμοί σπέρματα 
ἐβλάστησαν διὰ σὲ, καὶ Para ἀνεδόϑη, καὶ τῆς φύσεως ὁ δρόμος τὴν οἰκείαν 
ἐτήρησε τάξιν, καὶ ἡμέρω ἐφάνη καὶ νὺξ χαρῆλϑε, καὶ ταῦτα πάντα: γέγονε 
διὰ σε, But Chrysostom also asserted that God had created the 
world, δύ ἀγαϑύτητα μόνην, de prov. 1. T. iv. p. 142. Comp. Aug. 
de div. quest. 28. Opp. T. vi. Gregor. Nyss. Or. catech. c. 5. 
de hominis opificio c. 2. Lact. Inst. vu. 4. 

(8. His general views on the subject may be seen from de 
morib. eccles. cath. ὁ. ὁ : Nullum enim arbitror aliquo religionis 
- nomine teneri, qui non saltem animis nostris divina providentia 
consuli cxistimet.—He then objects particularly to the popular 
notion of a master-builder whose work continues to exist, 
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though he himself withdraws. The system of the world would 
at once come to a stop, if God were to deprive it of his pre- 
sence, de genesi ad litt. iv. 6. 12. Enchirid. ad Laurent. c. 27. 
He defends himself against the charge of Pantheism: de civ. 
Dei vii. 30: Sic itaque administrat omnia, que creavit, ut ctiam 
ipsa preprios exercere et agere motus sinat. Quamyis enim 
nihil esse possint, sine ipso, non sunt quod ipse. “ The world 
exists not apart from God, every thing is in God; this however 
ἐφ not to be understood as if God were space itself, but in ἃ 
manner purely dynamic.’ Schleiermacher, Geschichte der 
Philosophie, p. 168. Gregory of Nazianzum uses similar lan- 
guage, Orat. xvi. 5. p. 302. see Ullmann p. 491. 

ὦ) Chrys. 3 books, de fato et providentia—Theodoret 10 
orations, περὶ τῆς ϑείας reovoiegs—Salvianus de gubernatione Dei s. 
de prov. Comp. also Nemesius de Natura hominis (περὶ φύσεως 
ἀνδρώπου) α. 42 gs. 

(Ὁ) This is indirectly proved by Arnob. adv. gent. iv. ΤΌΣ: 
142. (viz. in opposition to polytheism): Cur enim Deus Ῥγωδιῦ 
melli uni tantummodo, non presit cucurbitis, rapis, non cunile, 
nasturtio, non ficis, betaceis, caulibus? Cur sola merucrint 
ossa tutelam, non meruerint ungues, pili, caeteraque alia, 
que locis posita in obscuris et verecundioribus partibus, et 
sunt casibus obnoxia plurimis, et curam magis deorum, dili- 
gentiamque desiderant? <A direct proof is given by Neme- 
sius, 1. 6, c. 44. p. 3383: πάντα γὰρ ἤρτητοι τοῦ Θεοῦ ελήμοατος" “al 
ἐντεῦλεν ἀῤῥύεται τὴν διαμονὴν καὶ σωτηρίαν. ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἡ τῶν ἀτόμων καὶ 
πεπλησϑυσμένων ὑπόστασις προνοίας ἐστὶ δεκτικὴ, δῆλον ἐκ τῶν ζώων τῶν ἀρχαῖς 
σισι καὶ ἡγεμονίαις διοικουμένων, ὧν πολλὰ εἴδη" καὶ γὰρ μέλισσαι καὶ μύρ- 
μήκες καὶ τὰ πλεῖστα τῶν συνωγελαζομένων ὑπό τισιν ἡγεμόσι τέτακχται, οἷς 
ἀκολουϑεῦ πειϑόμενα, Nemesius however makes a distinction be- 
tween creation and providence, and gives a definition of the 
latter, c. 42. p. 308: οὐ γὰρ ταὐτό ἐστι πρόνοιω καὶ κτίσις" κτίσεως wv 
γὰρ τὸ καλῶς ποιῆσαι τὰ γινόμενα" προνοίως δὲ τὸ χαλῶς ἐπιμεληϑῆναι τῶν 
γενομένων, and ο. 43. p- 315: πρόνοια τοίγυν ἐστὶν ἐκ Θεοῦ sic Th ὑντὰ 
γινομένη ἐπιμέλεια" ὁρίξονται δὲ καὶ οὕτως αὐτήν" πρόνοιά ἐστι βούλησις Θεοῦ, 
Or ἣν πάντα τὼ ὄντα τὴν πρόσφορον διεξαγωγὴν λαμβάνει xT. A Gene- 
rally speaking we find here a complete system of teleology. _ 

(“) Hier. Comment. in Abacuc ὁ. 1. (Opp. T. vi. p. 148): 
Sicut in hominibus etiam per singulos currit Dei providentia: 
sie in ceteris animalibus generalem quidem digpositionem ct 
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ordinem cursumque rerum intelligere possumus: verbi gratia, 
quomodo nascatur piscium multitude et vivat in aquis, quomodo 
reptilia et quadrupedia oriantur in terra et quibus alantur cibis. 
Ceterum absurdum est ad hoc Dei deducere majestatem, ut 
sciat per momenta singula, quot nascantur culices, quotve mo- 
riantur [comp. on the other hand Matth. x. 29, 30], quae cimi- 
cum et pulicum et muscarum sit multitudo in terra, quanti 
pisces in mari natent, et qui de minoribus majorum pred 
cedere debeant. Non simus tam fatui adulatores Dei, ut, dum 
potentiam ejus etiam ad ima detrahimus, in nos ipsi injuriose 


stmus (!), eandem rationabilium quam irrationabilium proyide n- 
tiam esse dicentes. 


“) Junil. de partibus legis divine 1. ii. ὁ. 8. 85. Bibl. max. 
PP. T. x. p. 845. General providence manifests itself in the 
preservation of the genus, and of the condition of all existence; 
special providence is displayed, 1. in the care of God for angels 


and men; 2. in that of the angels for men; and, 3. in that of 
men for themselves. 


g 130. 
THEODICY. 


The controversy with the Manichzeans, whose notions 
however were to some extent adopted by Lactantius,C) 
rendered necessary a more precise definition of the na- 
ture of evil, and such a distinction between physical and 
moral evil, as would represent the latter as the true 
source of the former. Hence the evils existing in the 
world were regarded either (objectively) as the neces- 
sary consequence and punishment of sin, or (subjective- 
ly) as phenomena which, being good in themselves, as- 
sume the appearance of evil only in consequence of our 
limited knowledge, or the corrupt state of our mind, or 
through a perverse use of our moral freedom. But the 
wise and pious, looking forward to that better time which 
is to come, use those evils as means of advancing in 
knowledge, and of practising patience.@? 
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(.) Inst. div. ii. 6. 8. In the same place he expresses the 
unsatisfactory view which even Augustine seems to have en- 
tertained (Enchir. ad Laur. c. 27.), that evil would exist though 
it were merely for the sake of contrast; as if good were good 
only by the contrast which it forms with bad, and ceased to be 
so when there is no contrast. 

@) Athan. contra gent. c. 7. Basil M. in Hexaém. Hom. i. 4. 
TTom. quod Deus non est auctor malorum (the passage should 
be read in its connection) Opp. T. i. p. 78. (al. i. p. 361.) 
Klose p. 54—59. Greg. Nyss. orat. catech. c. 6. Greg. Naz. 
orat. xiv. 30. 31. xvi. 5. quoted by Ullmann p. 495. Chrys. in 
2 Tim. Hom. vill. Opp. xi. 518. 6. Aug. de civ. Dei x1. 9: mali 
enim nulla natura est, sed amissio boni mali nomen accepit. 
Comp. ὁ. 22. Fire, frost, wild beasts, poison, etc., may all be 
useful in their proper place, and in connection with the whole; 
xt is only necessary to make such a use of them as accords with 
their design. Thus poison causes the death of some, but heals 
others; meat and drink injure only the immoderate......Unde 
nos admonet divina providentia, non res insipienter vituperare, | 
sed. utilitatem rerum diligenter inquirere, et ubi nostrum inge- 
nium vel firmitas deficit, ita credere occultam, sicut erant que- 
dam, que vix potuimus invenire; quia et ipsa utilitatis occul- 
tatio, aut humilitatis exercitatio est aut elationis attritio; cum 
emnino natura nulla sit malum, nomenque hoc non sit nisi pri- 
yationis boni. Sed a terrenis usque ad ceelestia et a visibilibus 
usque ad invisibilia sunt aliis alia bona mcliora; ad hoc ine- 
qualia, ut essent omnia etc. Comp. de vera rel. c. 12. Evils are 
beneficial as punishments, ibid. c. 15:...amaritudine pcenarum 
erudiamur. On the question why the righteous have to suffer 
as well as the unrighteous? see de civ. Deii. 8—10. Christians 
rise above all trials only by love to God: toto mundo est omnino 
sublimior mens tnherens Deo. De morib. eccles. cath. c. 11. 


This seems to be the turning-point of every theodicy (Rom, 
vill. 28.) ‘ 
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8. 131. 
ANGELOLOGY AND ANGELOLATRY. 


J. P, Carpzoviit varia historia Angelicorum ex Epiphanio et aliorum ve- 
terum monumentis eruta. Helmst. 1772. 4. Keil, Qpuseula academica, 
11. p. 548 ss, 


_ Since the ideas of generation and procession from the 
Father had been exclusively applied to the Son and the 
Holy Ghost, it was distinctly acknowledged that the 
angels are creatures and not emanations from the essence 
of God.C-) Nevertheless they were still regarded as 
highly gifted creatures who are far superior to the human 
race.(2) Divine homage was rendered to them; but 
Ambrose was the only Father during this period—and he 
did it merely in a passing remark—who recommended 
the invocation of angels to Christians.e-) But both the 
prohibition of the worship of angels Cangelolatry ) by the 
synod of Laodicea (about the middle of the fourth cen- 
tury ), and the testimony of Theodoret prove, that such 
a worship must have been practised in some parts of the 
East Git was perhaps borrowed from earlier ages. )@¢) 
Theodoret, as well as Augustine, opposed the adoration, 
or at least the invocation of angels, which was disapprov- 
ed of even by Gregory I., who was desirous of confining 
it to the Old Testament dispensation.©) But the prac- 
tice of dedicating churches to angels,@) which was fa- 
voured by emperors and bishops, would necessarily con- 
firm the people in their belicf, that angels heard and an- 
swered prayer, notwithstanding all dogmatic explana- 
tions. With regard to the dogmatic definition concern- 
ing the nature of angels, Gregory asserted that they were 
‘created prior to the rest of the world ; others, e.g. Augus- 
tine, dated their existence from the first day of creation.) 
tn the work of Pseudo-Dionysius (de hierarchia ccelesti } 
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which, though composed during the present period, 
did not come into general use till the next, the angels 
were systematically divided into three classes and mine 
orders.(8.) 


a) Lact. Inst. iv. c. 8: Magna inter Dei filium et ceteros | sic | 
angelos differentia est. Illi enim ex Deo taciti spiritus exierunt 
wseeeeeeeLlle vero cum voce ac sono ex Dei ore processit. 

@) Basil. M. de Spir. 8. c. 16. calls the angels ἀέριον πνεῦμα, πῦρ 
aiaro according to Ps. civ. 4. and hence ascribes to them a cer- 
tain corporeity. Gregory of Nazianzum says, Orat. vi. 12. p. 
187 :.........00 εἶσι χαὶ αὐταὶ τελείου φωτὸς ὠπαυγάσματα. According 
to Orat. xxviii. 81. p. 521 ss. the angels are servants of the D1- 
vine will, powerful by strength, partly original and partly de- 
rived, moving from place to place, everywhere present, and 
ready to assist all, not only by reason of their zeal to serve, but 
also on account of the lightness of their bodies; different parts 
of the world are assigned to different angels, or placed under 
their dominion (Orat. xli. 9. p. 755. and 27. p. 768.), as he 
knows who has ordained and arranged all things. They have 
all one object in view (Orat. vi. 12. p. 187.), and act all accord- 
ing to the one will of the creator of the universe. They praise 
the Divine greatness, and ever behold the eternal glory, not 
that God may thus be glorified, but that unceasing blessings 
may flow even upon those beings who stand nearest to God. 
Comp. Ullmann p. 494. 95. parities calls the angels sanciz 
angel, de civ. Dei x1. 9. Fulgentius of Ruspe de trin. ὁ. 8. on 
the authority of great and learned men, asserts, that they are 
composed of body and spirit; they know God by the latter, 
and appear to men by means of the former. 

3) Ambr.. de viduis ix. ὁ. 55: Obsecrandi sunt angeli, qui 
nobis ad presidium dati sunt. He mentions the martyrs to- 
gether with them as intercessors, but soon after he counsels 
men to the direct invocation of the Divine physician himself. 

*) Theodoret ad Col. 1, 18. and 1]. 17.—Cone. Laod. (820— 
72?) Can. 35. Mansi 11. p. 570. See Fuchs u. p. 380 ss. Bruns, 
Bibl. eccles. 1. p. 77. Gieseler Kirchengesch.i. § 99. note 32—34. 
§ 121. note 7: ὅτι οὐ δεῖ χριστιανοὺς ἐγκαταλείπειν τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ Jeo 
καὶ ἀπιέναι καὶ ἀγγέλους ὀνομάζειν καὶ συνάξεις ποιεῖν. ἅπερ ἀπηγόρευται. 
It is worthy of notice that Dionysius translates angulos instead 
of angelos. 
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(5) DLheodoret, 1. ὁ. Aug. de vera rel. c. 55: Neque enim et 
nos videndo angelos beati sumus, sed videndo veritatem, qua 
etiam ipsos diligimus angelos, et his congratulamur........Quare 
honoramus cos caritate, non servitute. Nec eis templa constru- 
imus ; nolunt enim, se sic honorari a nobis, quia nos 1psos cum 
boni sumus, templa summi Dei esse noverunt. Recte itaque 
scribitur (Rev. xxii.) hominem ab angelo prohibitum ne se ado- 
raret, sed unum Deum, sub quo ei esset et ille conservus. cf. 
contra Faust. xx. 21. Conf. x. 42 and other passages quoted by 
Keil, lc. p. 552. Gregory M. in Cant, Cant. ὁ. 8. Opp. T. ii- 
p. 464. 

(ὦ) Constantine the Great had dedicated a church at Constan- 
tinople (Miyajrov) to St. Michel, Sozom. hist. 660]. ii. 3., and 
Theodoret, 1. 6. says in reference to the Phrygians and Pisi- 
dians: μέχρι δὲ τοῦ νῦν εὐχτήριω τοῦ ἁγίου Μιχαὴλ παρ᾿ ἐκείνοις καὶ τοῖς ὁμό- 
gos ἐκείνων ἐστιν ide 'The Emperor Justinian, and Avitus, bishop 
of Vienne, also dedicated churches to angels. 

“) Greg. Naz. xxxviii. 9. p. 668. All the angels together 
form in his opinion the χόσμος νοητὸς, ag distinct from the κόσμος 
aiodnro<e, ὑλικὸς καὶ ὁρώμενος, Comp. Ullmann, p. 497. Augustine 
expresses himself differently de civ. Dei xi. 9. They are the 
hght which was created in the beginning before all other crea- 
tures; at the same time he so explains the dies unus (instead 
of primus ἽἼΓΙΝ O°) that this one day of lLght included the 

a Be: 


other days of creation, and then continues: cum enim dixit 
Deus, fiat lux, et facta est lux, si recte in hac luce creatio, intel- 
ligitur angelorum, profecto facti sunt participes lucis eterne, 
quod [que] est ipsa incommutabilis sapientia Dei, per quam 
facta sunt omnia, quem dicimus unigenitum Dei filium, ut ea 
luce illuminati, qua creati, fierent lux, et vocarentur djes parti- 
cipatione incommutabilis lucis et diei, quod est verbum Dei, per 
quod et ipsi et omnia facta sunt. Lumen quippe verum, quod 
illuminat omnem hominem in hune mundum venientem, hoc 
illuminat et omnem angelum mundum, ut sit lux non in se ipso, 
sed in Deo: a quo si avertitur angelus, fit immundus. 

(8) Some of the earlier theologians, 6. g. Basil the Great, and 
Gregory of Nazianzum, founded different orders of angels on 
the various names given to them in Scripture. Bas. de Spi. 5. 
ce, 16. Greg. Orat. xxvii. 31. p. 521. mentions ἀγγέλους τινὰς καὶ 
ἀρχαγγέλους, Jedvoug, χυριότητας, ἀρχὰς, ἐξουσίας, λαμσρύτητας; ἀνχβάσεις, 
νρερὺς δυνάμεις, ἢ vous, 6 does not however distinctly state by 
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what these different classes are distinguished, since he thinks 
these internal relations of the world of spirits beyond the reach 
of human apprehension. Ullmann, p. 494. Comp. Augustine 
Enchirid. ad Laur. 58: Quomodo autem se habeat beatissima 
illa et superna societas, que 101 sint differentize personarum, ut 
cum omnes tamquam generali nomine angeli nuncupentur....... 
ego me ista ignorare confiteor. Sed nec illud quidem certum 
habeo, utrum ad eandem societatem pertineant sol et luna et 
cuncta sidera etc. But Pseudo-Dionysius, who lived nearly a 
century after Augustine, seems to have understood the subject 
much better; in his Hierarchia coelestis (Kd. Lansselii, Par. 
1615 fol.) ¢. 6. he divided the whole number of angels into 
three classes (hierarchies), and subdivided each class into three 
orders (réyuara): 1. 1. Θρόνοι. 2, XeoouBiu. 8, Σεραφὴω. 11, 4. κυριότη- 
τες, ὅ. ἐξουσία;. 6, δυνάμεις. 111. 7. ἀρχαὶ. 8. ἀρχάγγελοι. 9. ἄγγελοι. 
He nevertheless observed, that the last term, as well as δυνάμεις 
οὐράνιαι, Was common to all (c. 11.) Gregory the Great follow- 
ed him (Hom. in Ezekiel xxxiv. 7. Opp. Tom. i. p. 1603. al. ii. 
p- 477.), and mentioned the following nine classes: Angcli, 
Archangeli, Virtutes, Potestates, Principatus, Dominationes, 
Throni, Cherubim atque Seraphim, which he brought into con- 


nection with the nine precious stones spoken of in Ezek. xxvii. 
19, 


8. 132. 
THE SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED. 


Metaphysical definitions of the nature of angels were 
of less importance in the religious-moral, consequently 
dogmatic point of view, than the question whether an- 
gels, like men, possessed a free will, and were capable 
of sinning? It was generally admitted that this had 
been the case prior to the fall of the evil angels. But 
theologians did not agree in their opinions respecting 

8 Pseudo-Dionysius however ‘(cap. 1. and 2.) endeavoured to remove the 
gross and sensuous ideas of the body of the angels, and designated the com- 
mon terminology as ἀπότομον τῶν ἀγγελικῶν ὀνομάτων σκηνὴν (durum angeliorum 


nominum apparatum), comp. his mystical interpretation of the images of 
angels in cap. 1d. 
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another point, viz. whether the good angels who at first 
resisted temptation, will never yield to it, or whether it 
is possible that they too should fall into sin? Gregory 
of Nazianzum, and still more decidedly Cyrill of Jerusa- 
fem, pronounced in favour of the latter view,() Augus- 
fine adopted the former.) 


1 Gregory thought that the angels were not ἀκίνητο, but 
δυσκίνητοι to evil (Orat. xxviii. 31. p. 521.), and imagined that 
this would necessarily follow from the fact that Lucifer once 
fell. Orat. xxxvui. 9. p. 668. Orat. xlv. 5. Ὁ. 849. Ullmann, 
p. 496. (Comp. also Basil the Great de Spir. 8. c. 16.) But 
Cyrill of Jerusalem (Cat. 11. 10.) insisted that the predicate 
‘sinless ” should be applied to none but Christ, and maintained 
that the angels too stood in need of pardon. Comp. Lactantius 
Inst. vu. 20: Angeli Deum metuunt, quia castigart ab eo pos- 
sunt inenarrabili quodam modo. 

@) Aug. de ver. rel. 1.13: Fatendum est enim, et angelos na- 
tura esse mutabiles, si solus Deus est incommutabilis; sed ea 
voluntate, qua magis Deum quam se diligunt, jimi et stabiles 
manent in ello et fruuntur majestate ipsius, ei uni lbentissime 
subditi. According to the Enchiridion ¢. 28. the good angels 
received after the fall of the evil ones what they had not had 
before, viz. certam scientiam, qua essent de sua sempiterna et 
nunquam casura stabilitate securi; this idea evidently corresponds 
with his anthropological views on the donum perseverantia, and 
ig more prominently brought forward de civ. Dei xi. 13: Quis 
enim catholicus christianus ignorat “nullum novum diabolum ex 
bonis angelis ulterius futurum: sicut nec istum in societatem 
bonorum angelorum ulterius rediturum? Veritas quippe in 
Evangelio sanctis fidelibusque promittit, quod erunt equales 
_ Angelis Dei? quibus etiam promittitur, quod ibunt in vitam 
eternam. Porro autem si nos certi sumus nunquam nos ex illa 
immortali felicitate casuros, ili vero certi non sunt: jam potio- 
res, non equales eis erimus: sed quia nequaquam Veritas fallit, 
et aquales eis erimus, profecto etiam ipsi certi sunt sue felicita- 
tis eterne. comp. Pseudo-Dionys. ὁ, 7. 
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§ 133. 


DEVIL AND DEMONS. 


According to the prevailing opinion of the age pride 

was the true cause of the fall of the evil spirits.¢) = Al- 
most all the theologians of this period, with the exception 
of Lactantius, whose notions resembled those of the 
dualistic Manichzeans,@-) regarded the devil as a being 
of limited power, whose seductions Christian believers 
might at any time resist.6-) Didymus of Alexandria, 
and Gregory of Nyssa ventured—though with great cau- 
tion—to revive the notion of Origen, that there was still 
hope of the final conversion of the devil.4) Cyrill of 
Jerusalem, Jerome, and Augustine combated this opinion, 
which was condemned in the sixth century by the Em- 
peror Justinian, together with the other errors of Ori- 
gen.©-) It was moreover supposed, that demoniacal 
powers were still brought into operation,@) but were 
most effectually resisted by the name of Christ, and the 
sign of the cross.(7) 


(.) Hus. demonstr. evang. iv. 9. Aug. de vera rel. i. 13: Ile 
autem angelus magis se ipsum, quam Deum diligendo, subditus 
ΟἹ esse noluit et wntumutt per superbiam, et a summa essentia 
defecit et lapsus est, et ob hoc minus est quam fuit, quia eo 
quod minus erat frui voluit, quum magis voluit sua potentia 
frui, quam Dei. De catechiz. rudibus ὃ 30: superbiendo desc- 
ruit obedientiam Dei et Diabolus factus est. De civ. D. xii. Ὁ. 
6: Cum vero causa miseriz malorum angelorum queeritur, ea 
- merito occurrit, quod ab illo qui summe est aversi ad se ipsos 
conversi sunt, qui non summe sunt: et hoc vitium quid aliud 
quam superbia nuncupatur? IJnitiwm quippe omnes peccati 
superbia. Comp. Enchirid. ad Laurent, ¢.28. Hnvy was added 
to pride, comp. Gregory of Nazianz. Orat. xxxvi. 5. p. 637. and 
vi. 13. p. 187. Ullmann, p. 499. Gregory of Nyssa Orat. ca- 
tech. ὁ. 6; ταῦτα δὲ [viz. the excellence of the first man] τῷ ἀντι- 
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κειμένῳ τοῦ κατὰ τὸν φόνον πάϑους ὑπεκκαύματω ἦν.  Cassian, Collat. 
vill. 6. makes mention of both superbia and invidia.—The idea 
of lasciviousness was put more and more into the background. 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Cyrill of Alexandria, Augustine, and 
Cassian, gave also a more correct interpretation of the passage 
in Gen. vi. 2., which was misunderstood by earlier theologians ; 
we may however observe, that Huseb. (preep. ev. νυ. 4.), Ambrose 
(de Noe et areca ὁ. 4.), and Sulpicius Severus (Hist. sacra i. 8.) 
explained it in a sense similar to that which was formerly at- 
tached to it (§ 52. note 3.) Comp. Chrys. hom. in Gen. xxii. 
Opp. T. ii. p. 216. Theodoret in Gen. quest. 47. Opp. T. i. p. 
58. : ᾿Εμβρόντητοι ὄντες καὶ ἄγαν ἠλίϑιοι, ἀγγέλους τούτους ἀπέλαβον, and 
fab. her. ep. v. 7. Opp. iv. p. 402, : Παραπληξίας γὰρ ἐσχάτης τὸ 
σοῖς ἀγγέλοις προσάψαι τὴν τῶν ἀν)ρώπων ἀκολασίαν, Cyrill Al. eontra 
Anthropomorphitas c. 17. (Opp. T. vi. p. 384.) contra Julian 1. 
ix. p. 296. 97. Aug. de civ. Dei xv. 23. quest. 3. in Gen. Cas- 
sian Coll. vill. ο, 20. 21. Hilary (in Ps. cxxxu. p. 403.) men- 
tions the earlier interpretation but without approval. Philas- 
trius, on the contrary, numbers it among the heresies, heer. 
107. (de gigantibus tempore Noe.) 

2) Inst. 11. 8. Previous to the creation of the world God 
created a spirit like unto himself (the Logos), who possessed 
the attributes of the Father; but after that he created another 
spirit, in whom the Divine seed did not remain (in quo indoles 
divine stirpis non permansit.) Moved by envy he apostatized, 
and changed his name (contrarium sibi nomen ascivit.) The 
Greek writers call him διάβολος, the Latin criminator, quod cri- 
mina, in que ipse illicit, ad Deum deferat (hence the appellation 
obtrectator.) He envies especially his predecessor (the first- 
born), because he continued to enjoy the favour of God.—Lac- 
tantius thus agrees with the other theologians in supposing that 
envy had been the cause of the fall. But his peculiar manner 
of representing Satan, as it were, as the second Son of God, and 
of drawing a parallel between him and the first-born, certainly 
reminds us of Gnostico-Manichzan notions. In another passage 
(which though now wanting in many MSS., was probably at an 
early period omitted to save the reputation of Lactantius) he 
calls the Logos the right, and Satan the left hand of God. If 
the passage in question were genuine, 1t would go to prove very 
clearly, that the views of Lactantius on this subject were essen- 
tially Manichzan, though the unity of the Father would be 
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still preserved above the contrast of Logos and Satan; but the 
notion last mentioned would justly expose its author to the 
charge of Arianism. This seems to have been felt by those er- 
tics who omitted the above passage. Comp. the note of Cella- 
rius in the edition of Bunemann, i. p. 218. Comp. Cap. ix. 
where the term Antitheus occurs. (Arnob. contra gent. iv. 12. 
and Orelli on that passage.) Augustine opposed the Manichzan 
notion c. Faust. 21. 1. and 2.5 

©.) Gregory of Nazianz. Orat. xl. 10. p. 697. makes special 
mention of the water of baptism, and the Spirit as the means, 
by which to quench the arrows of the wicked. Satan had no 
power over Christ; deceived by his human appearance, he took 
him for a mere man. But the Christian who is united to Christ 
by faith, can likewise resist him. Orat. xxiv. 10. p. 443.: 
σαχύτεραι γὰρ αἱ καϑδαραὶ «ψυχαὶ καὶ Δεοειδεῖῆς πρὸς Inouv τοῦ ἐνεργοῦντος, 
κἂν ὅτι μάλιστω σοφιστικὸς 7 καὶ ποικίλος τὴν ἐπιχείρησι. The assertion 
of Hilary in Ps. exli. p. 541.: quidquid inquinatum homines 
gerunt, a Diabolo suggeritur, met with opposition on the part 
of Gennadius de eccles. dogm. c. 48.: Non omnes male cogita- 
tiones nostre semper Diaboli instinctu excitantur, sed aliquo- 
ties ex nostri arbitrii motu emergunt. Comp. also Chrys. de 
prov. c. 5. Opp. iv. p. 150. Aug. de advers. leg. ii. 12, and else- 
where. 

“) Didym. Enarr. Epp. cathol. e vers. lat. Bibl. PP. max. T. 
lv. Ὁ. 325. in commenting on 1 Pet. 111, 22. merely said, that 
Christ had accomplished the work of redemption for all ra- 
tional beings (cuncta rationalia), Gregory of Nyssa expressed 
himself more explicitly, orat. catech. ὁ. 26. (see in Miinscher 
von Collin i. p. 97), but Germanus contested the genuineness of 
the passage in Photius Cod. 233. Even Orosius complained in 
a letter to Augustine (Opp. Aug. T. vili.), that some men revived 
the erroneous views of Origen on this point. 

©) Cyrill of Jerusalem Cat. iv. p. 51. ascribed to the devil an 
obstinate heart and incorrigible temper; comp. Augustine ad 
Orosium contra Priscillian. et Orig. c. 5. ss. Opp. T. viii. p. 433. 
ss. de civ. D. xxi. 17.: . . . Qua in re misericordior profecto 
fuit Origenes, qui et ipsum Diabolum atque angelos ejus post 

4 The sense of the very appropriate passage quoted by Baumgarten- Cru- 
sius p. 987: Diabclus non simpliciter Deus est, sed illis Deus existit, qui 


illum Christo anteponunt (according to 2 Cor. iv, 4.) is the same, but not the 
words. 
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graviora pro meritis et diuturniora supplicia ex illis cruciatibus 
erucndos atque sociandos sanctis angelis credidit. Sed illum et 
propter hoc et propter alia nonnulla. . . . non immerito repro- 
bavit. He shows, that the final deliverance of the devil neces- 
sarily follows from the doctrine of the remission of the punish- 
ments of hell; but this notion is the more incorrect (in reference 
to the word of God), the more agreeable and charitable it ap- 
pears to men.—Concerning the final condemnation of Origen’s 
opinion, see Mansi T. ix. p. 399. 518. 

(ὁ) Kus. prep. ev. 11. ο, 14—16. Aug. de civ. D. i. ὁ, 24. x. 
21.: Moderatis autem preefinitisque temporibus, etiam potestas 
permissa dzemonibus, ut hominibus quos possident excitatis, 
inimicitias adversus Dei civitatem tyrannice exerceant.— 
Posidonius, a physician, asserted (according to Philostorgus hist. 
eccl. viii. c. 10.), in opposition to the current opinion that 
madness proceeds from demoniacal influences, that: οὐχὶ δαιμό- 
νων ἐπιδέσει τοὺς ἀν)ρώπους ἐχβακχεύεσϑηαι, ὑγρῶν OF τινων κακοχυμίαν τὸ 
πάδος ἐργάζεσλαι, μηδὲ γὰρ εἶναι παράπαν ἰσχὺν δαιμόνων, ἀνλοώπων φύσιν 
ἐπηρεάζουσαν. ‘lhe popular view nevertheless continued to be 
defended in most theological systems. 

“) Athan, de incarn. verbi dei c. 48. Opp. T. i. p. 89. Cyrill 
Hier. Cat. xu. 36.: [ὁ σταυρὸς] σημεῖον πιστῶν καὶ φόβος δαιμόνων. . .. 
ὅταν γὰρ ἴδωσι τὸν σταυρὸν, ὑπομιμνήσχονται τοῦ ἐσταυρωμένου" φοβοῦνται τὸν 
συντρίψοντα τὰς κεφαλὰς τοῦ δράκοντος, Cassian Coll. vii. 19, dis- 
tinguishes the true power of faith which defeats the demons, 
from the supernatural power, which even the ungodly may ex- 
ert upon evil spirits, since these obey them as servants (fami- 
liares). The poem of Severus Sanctus Mndelechius de mortibus 
boum contains a lively description of the supernatural efficacy 
of the sign of the cross against demoniacal influences, even in 
reference to the animal kingdom. (Comp. the edition of Piper, 
Gott. 1835. 8; a number of other passages referring to the 
point in question are quoted from the works of the Fathers in 
the introduction to the said edit.) 


V. 105. ss.: Signum, quod perhibent esse crucis Dei, 
Magnis qui colitur solus in urbibus, 
Christus, perpetui gloria numinis, 
Cujus filius unicus : 
Hoc signum mediis frontibus additum 
Cunctarum pecudum certa salus fuit. 
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Sic vero Deus hoe nomine priepotens 
Salvator vocitatus est. 

Tugit continuo seeva lues greges, 
Morbis nil licuit. Si tamen hunc Deum 
Kxorare velis, credere suflicit : 

Votum sola fides juvat- 
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Diderlein, de redemtione a potestate Diaboli, insigni Christi beneficio 
(diss. inaugur. 1774. 75.) in his Opuscula academica Jenal789. Daur, 
die christliche Lehre von der Versohnung, p. 67—118. 


The doctrine of Satanic agency occupied during this 
period a prominent place in the doctrine of salvation, in- 
asmuch as Gregory of Nyssa and other theologians, some 
of whom belonged to the western church, adopted the 
former notion that God, in order to save men, had de- 
frauded the devil by a dishonest exchange.d) This idea 
however met with decided opposition on the part of 
Gregory of Nazianzum, though he too admitted that the 
devil was deceived by God.@) But the notion of a 
debt paid to God, which was first propounded by 
Athanasius,@) gained increasingly ground. It was still 
farther carried out by some rhetorical theologians, who 
asserted, that Christ had more than paid the debt.¢) 
The idea in question however was not as yet received in 
a doctrinal form. Others looked at the death of Christ 
from what we might call the subjective point of view, 7. e. 
they either interpreted it in a mystico-symbolical way,@) 
or they showed its importance in its bearing upon 
morals.) In connection with such views it was morc- 
over supposed, that the redemption of the world was 
effected not only by the death of the Saviour, but by the 
entire manifestation and life of the Son of God.) Tree 
scope was as yet left to investigations respecting the par- 
ticular mode of redemption.@») 
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(2) Gregory of Nyssa Orat. cat. ὁ. 22—26. The train of his 
argument is as follows: Men have come under the dominion of 
the devil by sin. Jesus offered himself as a ransom to the devil, 
for which he should release all others. The crafty devil assent- 
ed, because he cared more for the one Jesus who was so much 

superior to him, than for all the rest. But notwithstanding his 
craft he was deceived, since he could not retain Jesus in his 
power. It was, as it were, a deception on the part of God? 
(ἀπάτη τίς ἐστι τρόπον τινά,}ὺ that Jesus veiled his Divine nature, 
which the devil would have feared, by means of his humanity, 
and thus deceived the devil by the appearance of flesh. But 
Gregory allows such a deception according to the jus talionis ; 
the devil had first deceived men, for the purpose of seducing 
them ; the design of God in deceiving the devil was to redeem 
mankind. (Gregory’s argument looks very much like the well- 
known maxim “ that the end sanctifies the means.”—This some- 
what dramatic representation of the present subject includes 
that other more profound idea carried out with much ingenuity 
in many of the odd legends of the middle ages, that the devil 
notwithstanding his subtility is at last outwitted by the wisdom 
of God, and appears in comparison with it as a stupid devil.) 
Comp. Ambrose in Ev. Luc. Opp. ii. Col. 10. 1. : Oportuit hane 
fraudem Diabolo fieri, ut susciperet corpus Dominus Jesus, et 
corpus hoe corruptibile, corpus infirmum, ut crucifigeretur ex 
infirmitate. Rufinus, expos. p. 21.: Nam sacramentum illud 
suscepte carnis hance habet causam, ut divina fil Dei virtus velut 
hamus quidam habitu humane carnis obtectus......principem 
mundi invitare possit ad agonem: cui ipse carnem suam velut 
escam tradidit, ut hamo eum divinitatis intrinsecus teneret in- 
sertum et effusione immaculati sanguinis, qui peccati maculam 
nescit, omnium peccata deleret, eorum duntaxat, qui cruore ejus 
postes fidei sue significassent. Sicuti ergo hamum esca consep- 
tum si piscis rapiat, non solum escam cum hamo non removet, 
sed ipse de profundo esca aliis futurus educitur: ita et is, qui 
habebat mortis imperium, rapuit quidem in mortem corpus Jesu, 
non sentiens in eo hamum divinitatis inclusum; sed ubi devora- 
vit, hzesit ipse continuo, et disruptis inferni claustris, velut de 
profundo extractus traditur, ut esca ceteris fiat (in allusion to 


ἃ The close affinity between this assertion and Docetism, which ever and anon 
endeavoured to make its appearance, is very plain. See Baur ]. 6. p. 82, 88: 
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certain passages of Scripture, especially to Job, he says: ad- 
duces draconem in hamo et pones capistrum circa nares ejus,) 
Leo M. sermo xxu. 3. Greg. M. in Evv. L. 1. Hom. 16. 2. Hom. 
25. 8. quoted by Munscher v. Colln i. p. 429. and Isidore His- 
pal. Sent. lib. 111. dist. 19. Gllusus est Diabolus morte Domini 
quasi avis) quoted by Baur, p. 79. 

The theologians of this period differed in so far in their opin- 
ions, as some adopted only the more general notion of the power 
which the devil possessed over men, while others (especially 
Augustine) conceded to the devil a real right; comp. Baur, 
Versohnungslehre, p. 68 ss. 

?) Orat. xlv. p. 862. 63.: “ We were under the dominion of 
the wicked one, inasmuch as we were sold unto sin, and ex- 
changed pleasures for vileness. If it now be true that a ransom 
is always paid to him who is in the possession of the thing for 
which it is due, I would ask, to whom was it paid in this case ? 
and for what reason? Perhaps to Satan himself? Butit would 
be a shame to think so (φεῦ τῆς ὕβρεως.) For in that case the 
robber had not only received from God, but God himself (in 
Christ) as a ransom and an exceedingly great recompense of his 
tYLANNY 006 Or is it paid to the Father himself? But in the first 
place, it might be asked, how could that be, since God did not 
hold us in bondage? And again, how could we satisfactorily 
explain that the Father delighted in the blood of the only’ be- 
gotten Son ? since he did not even accept the offer of Isaac, but 
substituted the sacrifice of aram in the place of a rational being? 
Or is it not evident, that the Father received the ransom, not 
because he demanded or needed it, but on account of the Di- 
vine economy (δ οἰκονομίαν), and because man is to be sanctified 
by the incarnation of God; that having subdued the tyrant, he 
might deliver and reconcile us to himself by the intercession of 
his Son?” See Ullmann, p. 456. 57. Gregory was neverthe- 
less disposed to admit some artifice on the part of Christ in the 
contest in which he conquered Satan. ‘“ This consisted in this, 
that Christ assumed the form of man, in consequence of which 
the devil thought, that he had only to do with a being like our- 
selves, while the power and glory of the Godhead dwelt in liim,” 
Orat. xxxix. 13. p. 685. Ullmann 1. 0. 

©) De incarnat. c. 6. ss. God had threatened to punish trans- 
gressors with death, and thus could not but fulfil his threaten- 
ing : οὐκ ἀληλὴς γὰρ ἦν ὁ Jebs, εἰ, εἰπόντος αὐτοῦ ἀπολνήσκειν ἡμᾶς, μὴ ἐπε- 
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Sonoxey ὁ ἄνδρωπος. x. τ. A. But on the other hand it was not in ac- 
cordance with the character of God that rational beings, towhom 
he had imparted his own spirit (Logos), should fall from their 
first state in consequence of an imposition practised upon them 
by the devil. This was quite as contrary to the goodness of God 
(οὐκ ἄξιον γὰρ ἦν τῆς ἀγαλότητος τοῦ Seov,) as it would have been con- 
trary to his justice and veracity, not to punish the transgressor. 
When the Logos perceived, that nothing but death could save 
man from ruin, he assumed a human body, because the Logos 
himself, ἡ, e. the eternal Son of God, could not die. He offered 
his human nature as a sacrifice for all, and fulfilled the law by 
his death. By it he also destroyed the power of the devil 
(ἠφάνιζε τὸν Javaroy τῇ προσφορᾷ τοῦ καταλλήλου. 6, 9, Ῥ. 54.) ete. Comp. 
Mohlers Athanasius i. p. 157. Baur, p. 94 8s. Concerning the 
similar, though more general notions of Basil the Great (fom. de 
eratiar. actione—Hom. in Ps. xlviil. and xxvii.—de Spir. Sancto 
15.) comp. Klose, p. 65. Cyrill also says Cat. xii, 33: ex Jeo! 
μεν Θεοῦ δι ἁμαρτίας, καὶ ὥρισεν 6 debs τὸν ἁμαρτάνοντα ἀπολνήσκειν" ἔδει 
οὖν ἕν ἐκ τῶν δύο γενέσθαι, ἢ ἀληϑεύοντα ϑεὸν πάντας ἀνελεῖ ἢ φιλανδ)ρωπευό- 
μενον παραλῦσαι THY ἀπ TODO. ἀλλὰ βλέπε Ὁ :οῦ σοφίων" ἐτήρησεν καὶ τῇ ἀπο- 
φάσει τὴν ἀλήλειαν, καὶ τῇ φιλαν)ρωπίῳ τὴν ἐνέργειαν Me Tas Kus. dem. ev. 
aud Cyr. Alex. de recta fide ad Reginas. Opp.: Ἵν yw OP. ii. p. 
132. in ev. Joh. Opp. T. iv. p. 114. 

@) Cyr. Hier. 1. ο.: οὐ τοσοῦτον ἡμάρτομεν, ὅσον ΘΝ τὴν ὁ τὴν 
ψυχὴν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν τεϑεικώς. Chrys. in Ep. ad Rom. hom. x. 17.: 
ὥσπερ εἴ Tig ὀβολοὺς δέκα ὀφείλοντά τινὰ εἰς δεσμωτήριον ἐμβάλοι, οὖκ αὐτὸν δὲ 
μόνον, HAAG καὶ γυναῖκα καὶ παιδία, καὶ οἰκέτας OF αὐτόν" ἐλὼν δὲ ἕτερος μὴ 
rods δέκα ὀβολοὺς χαταβάλοι μόνον, AAG μύρια χρυσοῦ τάλαντα χαρίσαιτο, 
καὶ εἰς βασιλικὰς εἰσοι γάλι σὺν δεσμώτην. .....«««οὕτω καὶ ἐφ᾽ ἡμῶν. γέγονε" 
πολλῷ γὰρ πλείονα ὧν ὙΠ) ἢ κατέβαλεν ὁ Χοιστὸς, καὶ τοσούτῳ πλείονα, 
ὅσῳ πρὸς ῥανίδω μικρὰν πέλαγος ἄπειρον. On similar ideas of Leo ihe 
Great, as well as concerning his entire theory of redemption see 
Griesbach, Opuscula, p. 98 ss. 

© Thus Gregory of Nazianzum says, Orat. xxiv. 4. p. 439. : 
He has ascended the cross, and taken me with him, to nail my 
sin on it, to triumph over the serpent, to sanctify the. tree, to 
overcome lust, to lead Adam to salvation, and to restore the fall- 
en image of God.”......Orat. xlv. 28. p. 867. ‘‘ God became 
man, and died, that we might live: we have died with him, to 
be purified; we are raised from the dead with him, since we have 
died with him; we are glorified with him, because we have 
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risen with him from the grave.” Ullmann, p. 450. Comp. Orat. 
xxxvi. p. 580. quoted by Miinscher ed. by von Colln i. p. 435. 
and the passages cited there from Hilary de Trin. 11. 24. and 
Augustine de Trinitate iv. 12. 

©) [0 is worthy of notice, that especially Augustine on prac- 
tical grounds, brought this ethical import of the death of Christ 
very prominently forward (to counterbalance, as it were, the 
theory of salvation which is so easily misunderstood :) Tota 
itaque vita ejus disciplina morum fuit, (de vera rel. c. 16.) Christ 
died, in order that no one might be afraid of death, nor even 
of the most cruel manner of putting persons to death, de fide et 
symb. c. 6. de divers. quest. qu. 25. (Opp. T. vi. p. 7.) The 
love of Christ displayed in his death shall constrain us to love 
him in return, de catech. rud. c. 4: Christus pro nobis mortuus 
est. Hoc autem ideo, quia finis preecepti et plenitudo legis cha- 
ritas est, ut et nos invicem diligamus, et quemadmodum 1116 pro 
nobis animam suam posuit, sic et nos pro fratribus animam po- 
namus.........Nulla est enim major ad amorem invitatio, quam 
prevenire amando, et nimis durus est animus, qui dilectionem si 
nolebat impendere, nolit rependere. Comp. Lact. Inst. div. iv. 
23 ss. Bas. M. de Spir. S. c. 15. 

“) Comp. the passage quoted from Athanasius in note 3. 
Gregory of Nyssa also says, (Orat. catech. ο. 27.), that not only 
the death of Christ had effected the redemption of man, but 
also the circumstance that he preserved a pure disposition in all 
the moments of his life: ... morudeions τῇ ἁμαρτίῳ τῆς ἀν)ρωπίνης 
ζωῆς, (τὸν Χριστὸν) ἐν ἀρχῇ τε καὶ τελευτῇ καὶ τοῖς διὰ μέσου πᾶσιν ἔδει διὰ 
πάντων γενέσλαι τὴν ἐκπλύνουσαν δύναμιν, καὶ μὴ τῷ μὲν τι ϑερωπεῦσαι τῷ κα- 
ϑαρσίῳ, τὸ δὲ περ δεῖν ἀϑεράπευτον. Augustine de vera rel. c. 26. re- 
presents Christ as the second Adam, and contrasts him as the 
homo justitie with the homo peceati; as sin and ruin are the 
effects of our connection with Adam, so redemption is the effect 
of a living union with Christ. Comp. de libero arbitrio i. 10. 
de consensu evang. 1. 6. 35. where he places the real nature of 
redemption in the manifestation of the Godman. Hence Baur 
says 1. ὁ. p. 109. 10.: * The reconciliation of man to God, the 
incarnation of God in Christ, and the union of the Divine with 
the human which is realized by it, were laid down as the general 
principle including all particular definitions, which was ever 
and anon adopted by the theologians of that age.... Thus a view 
was formed of the atonement which we may term the mystical, 
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easmuch as it is founded on a general comprehensive view of the 
subject, rather than on philosophical definitions.” 

®) Thus Gregory of Nazianzum Orat. xxxiii. p. 536. numbered 
speculations on the death of Christ among those things, on which 
it is useful to have correct ideas, but not dangerous to be mis- 
taken, and placed them on the same level with questions con- 
cerning the creation of the world, the nature of matter and of 
the soul, the resurrection, general judgment, etc. Comp. Baur, 
p. 109.—Eusebius of Cesarea demonstr. evang. iv. 12. merely 
enumerates various reasons for the death of Christ, without 
bringing them into connection. Christ died, 1. In order to 
prove, that he is Lord both over the quick and the dead; 2. 
To redeem from sin; 3. To atone for sin; 4. To destroy the 
power of Satan; 5, To give his disciples a visible evidence of 
the reality of the life to come (by his resurrection) ; and, 6. To 
abrogate the sacrifices of the Old Test. dispensation. 


The more anxious theologians were to adduce the reasons which induced 
Christ to lay down his life, the more natural was it, to ask whether God 
could have accomplished the work of redemption in any other way? Au- 
gustine rejects such idle questions in the manner of Irenzus, de agone 
christiano c. 11: Sunt autem stulti, qui dicunt, non poterat aliter sapi- 
entia Dei homines liberare, nisi susciperet hominem et nasceretur ex fe- 
mina et a peccatoribus omnia illa pateretur? Quibus dicimus, poterat 
omnino, sed st aliter faceret, similiter vestre stultitie displiceret. Further 
particulars may be found in Miinscher, Handbuch. iv. p. 292 ss. Baur p. 
85. Rufinus gives a mystical interpretation of the various separate suf- 
ferings of Christ, expos. symb. ap. p. 22 ss. 

Concerning the extent of the atonement it may be observed, that Didymus 
of Alexandria (on 1 Peter, in Galland Bibl. PP. T. iv. p. 325: Pacifi- 
cavit enim Jesus per sanguinem crucis sue que in ccelis et que in terra 
sunt, omne bellum destruens et tumultum), and Gregory of Nyssa in some 
sense (Orat. catech. c.25. where he speaks of πᾶσα καίσιφ) revived the idea 
of Origen, that the effects of Christ’s death were not limited to this world, 
but extended over the whole universe; Gregory also asserted, that the work 
of redemption would not have been necessary, if all men had been as holy as 
Moses, Paul, Ezekiel, Elijah and Isaiah, (contra Apollin. ii. p. 263.) The 
opposite view was taken by Augustine who, in accordance with his theory, 
thought that all men stood in need of redemption, but limited the ex- 
tent of the atonement ; comp. the former sections on the doctrine of ori- 
ginal sin, and on predestination, and contra Julian vi. c. 24. Leo the 
Great on the contrary enlarged the extent of the atonement. Ep. 134. 
e. 14. ; Effusio sanguinis Christi pro injustis tam fuit dives ad pretium, 
ut si universitas captivorum in redemptorem suum crederet, nullum dia- 
boli vincula retinerent.— 
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A dramatic representation of the descensus ad inferos in imitation of the 
Evang. Nicodemi is given in the discourse: de adventu et annunciatione 
Joannis (Baptista) apud inferos, commonly ascribed to Eusebius of Emisa; 
comp. also Epiphanius in sepuler. Christi, Opp. 11. p. 270. Augusti’s 
edition of Euseb. of Emisa, p. 1 ss. On the question whether the sys- 
tem of Apollinaris caused the introduction of the said doctrine into the 
Apostles’ Creed ? as well as concerning the relation in which they stood 
to each other, see Neander, Kirchengesch. ii. p. 923. 

iastly. the appropriation of the merits of Christ on the part of the indivi- 
dual Christian is connected with what has been said before, and with the 
anthropological definitions (§ 107 —114.) Comp. Miinscher, Handbuch 


iy. p. 295, 319. 
ὃ 135. 
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Two causes contributed to determine the doctrine of 
the church: 1. The external history of the church itself, 
its victory over paganism, and its risimg power under the 
protection of the state. 2. The victory of Augustinism 
over the doctrines of the Pelagians.) Manicheans,?) 
and Donatists,@) which in different ways threatened to 
destroy ecclesiastical unity. ‘The last mentioned resem- 
bled the followers of Novatian in the preceding period, by 
maintaining that the church was composed only of saints. 
In opposition to them Optatus of Mileve,¢) as well as 
Augustine, asserted that the church consists of the sum 
total of all who are baptized, and, spiritualizing that which 
existed in reality, they advanced the idea of a universal 
Christian church. The bishops of Rome applied this 
idea to the papal system,©) and thus prepared the way 
for the hierarchy of the middle ages. But however dif- 
ferent the opinions of the men of those times were re- 
specting the place and nature of the true church, the 
proposition laid down by former theologians: that there 
is no salvation out of the church, was firmly adhered to, 
and carried out in all its consequences.™? 


‘.) The Pelagians were in so far opposed to the church, as 
they considered only the individual Christian as such, and 
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overlooked the mysterious connection between the individual 
and the totality. Their strict notions of morality led necessarily 
to Puritanism ; hence the synod of Diospolis (a. Ὁ. 415) blamed 
them for having said, ecclesiam hic esse sine macula et ruga. 
Aug. de gestis Pelagic. 12. Before this time some Christians in 
Sicily who, generally speaking, agreed with the Pelagians, had 
asserted : Ecclesiam hance esse, que nune frequentatur populis 
et sine peccato esse posse. Aug. ep. clvi. 

@) The Manichzans by separating the Electi from the rest 
(Auditores) gave countenance to the principle of an ecclesiola 
in ecclesia; besides the great body of the Manichzan church 
itself formed, as the one elect world of light, a contrast 
with the vast mass of darkness. ““ The Manichwan church 
is in relation to the world what the limited circle of the 
Electt is in relation to the larger assembly of the Auditores ; 
that which is yet variously divided and separated in the latter, 
has tts central-point of union wm the former.” Baur, Manich. 
Religionssystem. p. 282, 

(3) On the external history of the Donatists comp. the works 
on ecclesiastical history. Sources: Optatus Milevitanus (about 
the year 368) de schismate Donatistarum, together with Monu- 
menta vett. ad Donatist. hist. pertinentia ed. L. E. du Pin. 


Par. 1700 ss. Opp. Aug. T. ix. Valesius, de schism. Donat. - 


in an appendix to Eusebius. Voristus (edited by Ballerini 
brothers) Ven. 1729. iv. fol. Waleh Ketzergeschichte, vol. iy. 
Concerning the derivation of the name (whether from Donatus 
a casis nigris, or from Donat. M. 7) see Neander, Kirchengesch. 
ii. 1. p. 407. The question at issue, viz, whether Cecilian could 
be invested with the episcopal office, having been elected by a 
traditor, and the election of another bishop in the person of 
Majorinus, led to further dogmatic discussions on the purity of 
the church. The church in their opinion ought to be pure (sine 
macula et ruga.) It must therefore exercise no forbearance to- 
wards any unworthy members (1 Cor. v. and especially many 
passages from the Old Test.) When the opponents of the Dona- 
tists appealed to the parable of the tares and the wheat (Matth. 
xiii.) the latter applied it (according to our Saviour’s own in- 
terpretation) to the world, and not to the church. Augustine 
however asserted, mundum ipsum appellatum esse pro ecclesize 
nomine, 

(4) Concerning the opinions of, Optatus (which are stated in 
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the second book of his treatise: de schismate Donatistarum) 
see Rothe, Anfinge der Christlichen Kirche p. 677 ss. He fur- 
ther developed the views of Cyprian. There is but one church. 
[t has five ornamenta or dotes: 1. Cathedra (the unity of 
episcopacy in the Cathedra Petri), 2. Angelus (the bishop him- 
self), 3. Spiritus Sanctus, 4. Fons (baptism), 5. Sigillum, 7. e. 
Symbolum catholicum (according to Sol. Song. iv. 12.) These 
dotes are distinguished from the sancta membra ac viscera of 
the church, which appear to him of greater importance than the 
_ dotes themselves. They consist in the sacramentis et nomini- 
bus Trinitatis. 

©.) Augustine composed a separate treatise entitled; de uni- 
tate ecclesise, on this subject.—Comp. contra Ep. Parmeniani 
and de baptismo. He proceeded no less than the Donatists on 
the principle of the purity of the church, and advocated a 
rigorous exercise of ecclesiastical discipline; but this should 
not lead to the depopulation of the church. Some elements 
enter into the composition of the house of God which do not 
form the structure of the house itself; some members of the 
body may be diseased without its being thought necessary to 
cut them off at once, though the disease itself belongs no more 
to the body than the chaff which is mixed up with wheat forms 
a part of it. Augustine makes a distinction between the corpus 
Domini verum and the corpus D. permixtum seu simulatum (de 
doctr. christ. ui. 382.) which stands in connection with his nega- 
tive view concerning the nature of evil. The grammarian 
Tichonius adopted an intermediate course, see Neander, Kir- 
chengesch. ii. p. 445. The necessity of being externally con- 
nected with the church is set forth by Augustine in the same 
manner as by Tertullian and Cyprian, de unit. eccles. ὁ. 49: 
Habere caput Christum nemo poterit, nisi qui in eyus corpore 
fuerit, quod est ecclesia. Ep. ὁ. xl. ὃ 5: Quisquis ab hac catho- 
lica ecclesia fuerit separatus, quantumlibet laudabiliter se vivere 
existimet, hoe solo scelere quod a Christi unitate disjunctus est, 
non habebit vitam, sed Dei ira manebit super eum. 

(6) Leo M. Sermo. i. in natale Apostolorum Petri et Pauli: Ut 
inenarrabilis gratiz per totum mundum diffunderetur effectus, 
Romanum regnum divina providentia preparavit, etc. Comp. 
Sermo u.: Transivit quidem in Apostolos alios vis illus potes- 
tatis, sed non frustra uni commendatur, quod omuibus intime. 
tur. Manet ergo Petri privilegium, etc. 


360 THE AGE OF POLEMICS. 


7) Comp. ὃ 71. Lactantius makes the same assertion, though 
he does not in all respects agree with the catholic chureh : 
Instit. div. 11. 80.—1v. 14. ab init.: Hee est domus fidelis, hoe 
immortale templum, in quo si quis non sacrifieaverit, immor- 
talitatis premium non habebit. Rufinus however does not yet 
advocate fides in Ecclesiam, and thus most clearly distinguishes 
faith in the church from faith in God and Christ. Expos. fid. 
26. 27. Heretics were thought beyond the pale of the ehurch, 
but not beyond that of Christianity. Augustine calls them 
quoquomodo Christiani. Aug. de civ. Dei 18. ο. 51. Comp. 
Marheinecke (in Daubs Studien, 1. 6.) p. 186. 


8.136. 
THE SACRAMENTS. 


The holy sacraments, the idea of which was more pre- 
cisely defined and circumscribed in this period, were re- 
garded as the instruments by means of which the church 
exerts an influence upon the individual Christian, and 
transmits the fulness of Divine life, which dwells within 
it, to the members. Augustine saw in them the myste- 
rious union of the (transcendent) Word with the ex- 
ternal (visible) element,(-) but expressed no definite 
opinion respecting the number of sacraments.@:) Pseudo- 
Dionysius (who lived in the fifth century) spoke of six 
ecclesiastical mysteries ;@) but even during the present 
period the greatest importance was still attached to bap- 
tism andthe Lord’s Supper.) 


() Aug. Serm. 272. Opp. T. v. p. 770: dicuntur Sacramenta, 
quia in eis aliud videtur, aliud intelligitur. Quod videtur spe- 
ciem habet corporalem: quod intelligitur fructum habet spiri- 
talem; this gave rise to the definition of the Augustinian 
school (in By. Joh. Tract. 31. ὁ. 15. and de cataclysmo) : Accedit 
verbum ad elementum et fit sacramentuin. 

(ὦ) Augustine reckoned not only matrimony (“ sacramentum 
nuptiarum’”’) holy orders, (‘‘sacramentum dandi baptismum’’), but 
occasionally also other ceremonies among the sacraments (the 
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word taken in a more comprehensive sense), since he under- 
stood by sacramentum omne mysticum sacrumque signum. 
Thus he calls de peccat. orig. ὁ. 40. exorcism, the casting out, 
and the renunciation of the devil at baptism, and even the 
rites of the Old Testament sacraments: circumcisio carnis, sab- 
batum temporale, neomenie, sacrificia atque omnes hujusmodi 
innumerze observationes. Expos. epist. ad Galat. c. iti. 19. 
(Opp. ii. P. ii. p. 692.) Comp. Wiggers, Augustin und Pel. 
vol. 1. p. 9. note. That he so constantly adopted the number 
four may perhaps be explained from the general preference 
which he gave to Aristotelianism (0. ep. Parm. 11, ὁ. 13.) Nean- 
der, Kirchengesch. 11. p. 1382. 83. 

(3) De hier. eccles. c. 2—7. 1. Baptism (u. φωτίσματος), 2, The 
Lord’s Supper (ὦ. συνάξεως, εἴτ᾽ οὖν κοινωνίας), 8, Unetion (confirma- 
tion ? ju. τελετῆς μύρου), 4. Holy Orders (pu. τῶν ἱερατικῶν τελειώσεων), 
5. Monachism (ὦ. μονωχικῆς τελειώσεως), which afterwards ceased 
to be reckoned among the sacraments, 6. The rites performed 
on the dead (uu. ἐπὶ τῶν ἱενῶς κεκοιμημένων) (they were not the same 
with the unctio extrema, as the unction in question was not ap- 
plied to dying persons, but to the corpse; yet there was some 
analogy between the one and the other.) Matrimony, on the 
other hand, which Augustme mentioned, was wanting in this 
list. 

() This was done, 6. g. by Augustine, Sermo 218. 14: quod 
latus, lancea percussum, in terram sanguinem et aquam mana- 
vit, procul dubio sacramenta sunt, quibus formatur ecclesia. (de 
Symb. ad catech.c. 6.), and by Chrysostom in Joh. hom. 85. 
(Opp. T. vii. p. 545.) who adopted the same interpretation. On 
the relation in which the sacraments of the New Testament 
were supposed to stand to those of the Old, see Augustine de 
vera rel. ὁ. 17- 


§ 137. 
BAPTISM. 
The notions formed in the preceding period concern- 
ing the high importance and efficacy of baptism were 


more fully developed in the present, especially by Basal 
the Great, Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of 
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Nyssa,“'-) and defined with more dogmatic precision by 
Augustine.2:) Neither the baptism of blood, nor that of 
tears lost its significance.@-) The theologians of the 
Greek church zealously defended infant-baptism,;4) while 
Augustine brought it into more intimate connection with 
the doctrine of original sin (in opposition to the Pela- 
glans ), and ἢ it as an additional proof of the said 
doctrine.©) Salvation was denied to unbaptized child- 
ren.@.) Concerning the baptism of heretics Basil the 
Great and Gregory of Nazianzum followed the views of 
Cyprian on this point, though Gregory did not make the 
validity of baptism depend on the dignity of the person 
that performs the ceremony of baptism.) But by the 
exertions of Augustine the mode adopted by the Romish 
church became with certain modifications the prevalent 
one.) The Donatists continued to insist upon the ne- 
cessity of re-baptizing heretics.) The baptism of the 
Manichzeans consisted in a kind of lustration altogether 
different from the baptism of the Catholic church.(°) 
Among the strict Arians the Eunomians were distinguish- 
ed from the orthodox church by baptizing not in the 
name of the Trinity, but in that of the death of Christ.@!) 


(-) All of them composed separate discourses on baptism. 
Basil. M. de Baptismo Opp. T. i. p. 117. Greg. Naz. Or. 40. 
Greg. Nyss. de bapt. Christi Opp. T. 11. p. 371. Gregory of 
Nazianzum gave a number of different names to Christian bap- 
tism, which he carefully distinguished from the baptisms of 
Moses and John: τὸ φώτισμα λαμπρότης ἐστὶ ψυχῶν, βίου μετάϑεσις, 
ἐπερώτημα τῆς εἰς Jeby συνειδήσεως (1 δύ, 115... ) τὸ φώτισμο, Pondeia τῆς 
ἀσϑενείως τῆς ἡμετέρας" τὸ φώτισμνω σαρκὸς ὠπόϑεσις, πνεύματος ἀκολούπησις, 
λόγου κοινωνία, πλάσματος ἐποανύρωσις, καταχλυσμὺς ἁμαρτίας, φωτὸς μετου- 
σίω, σκύτων κατάλυσις" τὸ φώτισμα ὕχημοω πρὸς “εὸν, συνεχδημία. Χριστοῦ, ἔρε- 
ισμια πίστεως, νοῦ τελείωσις, κλεῖς οὐρανῶν βασιλείας, ζωῆς ἄμειψις, δουλείας 
εἰναίρεσις, δεσμῶν ἔχλυσις, συνθέσεως μεταποίησις" τὸ φώτισμα, τί δεῖ πλείω κα- 
ταρίμεῖ ; τῶν τοῦ SeoU δώρων τὸ κάλλιστον καὶ μεγαλοπρεπέστατον, ὥσπερ 
ἅγιω ἁγίων καλεῖταί τώ... 6 . οὕτω καὶ αὐτὸ παντὸς ἄλλων τῶν παρ᾿ ἡμῖν 


~ 4\ ε , \ “ = ‘ e te aS ‘ 
φωτισμῶν OY ἁγιώτερον καλεῖται δὲ ὥσπερ Χριστὸς, ὁ τούτου δοτὴρ, πολλοῖς καὶ 
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διαφόροις ὀνόμασιν, οὕτω δὲ καὶ τὸ δώρημα κ. τ λ, He also repeated the 
appellations formerly used, such as λοῦτρον, σφραγὶς, etc. “ The 
following is the principal thought, on which this abundance of 
names is founded : all the blessings of Christianity appear con- 
centrated in one point in baptism, and are dispensed, as it were, 
all together in one moment ; but all these names can only in so far 
be applied to baptism, as the person to be baptized possesses the 
right disposition, without which none can enter into the kingdom 
of heaven.” Ullmann, p. 461., where the other passages bear- 
ing on this subject are given. In order to prove the necessity 
of baptism, Gregory further speaks of a three-fold birth of man, 
(Or. 40. 2. ab init.), viz. natural birth (τὴν ἐκ σωμάτων), that 
through baptism, and that through the resurrection. The first 
of these is brought about.in the night, is slavish and connected 
with lusts (νυχτερή τέ ἐστι καὶ δούλη καὶ ἐμπαϑὴς), the second is as 
clear as day-light and free, delivers from lusts, and elevates to 
a higher, spiritual life (ἡ δὲ ἡμερινὴ καὶ ἐλευϑέρα καὶ λυτικὴ TUS, πᾶν 
σὺ αὐτὸ γενέσεως κάλυμμα περιτέμνουσα, χαὶ πρὸς τὴν ἄνω ζωὴν ἐπανάγουσα.) 
On Basil the Great comp. Klose, p. 67 ss.; on Gregory of Nyssa 
see Rupp, p. 232 ss. comp. also Cyrill Hier. Cat. xvi. ὁ. 37; he 
ascribed to baptism not only the virtue of taking away sin (from 
the negative point of view), but also that of elevating the powers 
of man to a miraculous height. Cat. 111, 3. xix. xx. Cyr. Alex. 
Comm. in Joh. Opp. T. iv. p. 147. 

2) Aug. Ep. 98. 2.: Aqua exhibens forinsecus sacramentum 
gratice et spiritus operans intrinsecus benefictum gratiw, solvens 
vinculum culpx, reconcilians bonum nature, regenerant homi- 
nem in uno Christo, ex uno Adam generatum. Concupiscentia 
remains even in those who are baptized, though their guilt is 
pardoned, de nupt. et concup. 1. 18. (c. 25.)—He who is not 
baptized cannot obtain salvation. As for the thief who was ad- 
mitted by Christ into paradise without baptism, Augustine sup- 
posed that he was baptized with blood, instead of water; or he 
might have been baptized with the water which flowed from 
the side of Jesus (!), unless it were assumed that he had received 
baptism at some former time; de anima et ejus origine i. 11. 
(c. 9.) 11. 14. (ec. 10.) 16. (6. 12.) According to Leo the Great 
the baptismal water which is filled with the Holy Ghost, is in 
relation to the regenerate man, what the womb of the Virgin 
filed with the same Spirit was in relation to the sinless Redeem- 
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er, to whom she gave birth. Sermo 24. 3. 25. 5. (in Griesbach, 
p. 153.) 

@) Thus Gregory of Nazianzum adds a fourth baptism to the 
three already mentioned (viz. the baptisms of Moses, John, and 
Christ), that of martyrdom and of blood with which Christ him- 
self was baptized; this baptism surpasses the others, in propor- 
tion as it is free from sin. Yea (he adds) I know even a jifth, 
viz. that of tears (τὸ τῶν daxevwy), but it is still more difficult, be- 
cause it is necessary to wet one’s couch every night with tears. 
Orat. xxxix. 17/p.1688. 9 But... ‘“‘ how many tears have we to 
shed, before they equal the flood of the baptismal bath?” Orat. 
Ix. 9. p. 696. Ullmann, Ὁ. 459. 465. 480. 

“) Gregory of Nazianzum (Orat. lx.) opposed the delay of 
baptism, which was founded partly on deference paid to the 
sacrament, partly on incorrect views and immoral tendencies, 
partly on absurd prejudices.* Comp. Ullmann, p. 466 ss. Con- 
cerning the baptism of infants, he declared (Ullm. p. 713.) 
“ that it was better that they should be sanctified without their 
own consciousness, than that they should depart being neither 
sealed, nor consecrated,” (7 ἀπελθεῖν ἀσφράγιστα καὶ ἀτέλεστα.) In 
support of his view he appealed to the rite of circumcision which 
was performed on the eighth day (comp. the opinion of Fidus 
§ 72. 6.), the striking of the blood on the door-posts, ete. Gre- 
gory nevertheless thought that healthy children might wait till 
the third year, or somewhere there about, because they would 
be able then to hear and to utter something of the words (μυσ- 
τικόν τι) used at the performance of the rite, though they might 
not perfectly understand them, but get rather a general impres- 
sion of them. His judgment however was mild concerning 
those children who die before baptism, because he well distin- 
guished between intentional and unintentional delay. Yet he 
did not think that they would obtain perfect salvation. Comp. 
Ullmann, I. ec. 

6) That Gregory did not, ike Augustine, suppose an intimate 
connection between baptism and original sin, is evident from 


4 Comp. e.g. the Confession of Augsburg, i. c. 11. Gregory of Nyssa 
also opposed the delay in a separate discourse πρὸς σοὺς βραδύνοντας εἰς τὸ βάπ- 
σισμα. Opp. Τὶ ii. p. 215. Chrysostom uses similar language. Comp. Ne- 
ander, Chrysostomus, i. p. 6. and 74—77. A. F. Biisching, de procrasti- 
natione baptismi apud veteres ejusque causis. Hale, 1747. 4. 
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his assertion (Orat. 40. quoted by Ullmann, p. 476.), that sins 
committed by children from ignorance, could not be imputed 
to them on account of their tender age. Comp. what Chrysos- 
tom said on this subject according to the quotation of Julian 
given by Neander Kirchengesch. ii. 3. p. 138.: hac de causa 
etiam infantes baptizamus, cum non sint coinquinati peccato, ut 
eis addatur sanctitas, justitia, adoptio, hereditas, fraternitas 
Christi, ut ejus membra sint ; the opinions of Theodore of Mop- 
suestia are also stated there.” Augustine did not combat the 
Pelagians because they rejected baptism, but because they did 
not draw the same inferences from the rite in question, which 
he drew from it. The Pelagians admitted that the design of 
baptism was the remissio peccatorum, but they understood by 
it the remission of future sins. Julian went so far as to anathe- 
matize those who did not acknowledge the necessity of infant- 
baptism. Opus imp. contra Jul. ii. 149. “ Though the Pela- 
gians might have been easily induced by their principles to as- 
cribe a merely symbolical significance to baptism, as an external 
rite, yet in this, as well as in many other respects, they could 
not develope their system entirely mdependent of the ecclesiasti- 
cal tradition of their age; they endeavoured therefore to recon- 
cile it in the best possible manner with their principles, which 
owed their origin to quite different causes.” Neander, Kirchen- 
gesch. u. p. 1389. 

(6) Concerning infants that die without being baptized, Pela- 
gius expressed himself in cautious terms (qug.non eant, scio, 
quo eant, nescio). Ambrose de Abrah. u. 11. had previously 
taught: Nemo adscendit in regnum ccelorum, nisi per sacramen- 
tum baptismatis...... Mist enim quis renatus fuerit ex aqua et 
spiritu sancto, non potest introireinregnum Det. Utique nullum 
excipit, non infantem, non aliqua praventum necessitate. 
Habeant tamen illam opertam poonarum immunitatem, nescio 
an habeant regni honorem. Comp. Wiggers i. p. 422. <Augus- 
tine’s views on this point were at first milder; de libero arb. 
iil. c. 23. but afterwards he was compelled by the consequences 
of his own system to use harsher expressions. is line of argu- 


ἃ Neander traces the difference of opinion existing between the eastern and 
the western church with regard to baptism, to their different mode of view- 
ing the doctrine of redemption ; the former regarded rather the positive, the 
latter the negative aspect. 
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ment 1s as follows: Every man is born in sin, and stands there- 
fore in need of pardon. He obtains it by baptism; it cleanses 
children from original sin, and those who are baptized in later 
years, not only from original sin, but also from actual trans- 
gressions. (Hnchir. ad Laurent. 43.) Since baptism is the only 
and necessary condition of salvation (comp. note 2.), it follows 
that unbaptized children are condemned (this fully accorded 
with his views on predestination). He was nevertheless dispos- 
ed to look upon this condemnation as mitissima and tolerabilior 
(Ep. 186. 27. [c. 8.] de pecc. mer. i. 28. [c. 20.]), though he 
opposed the doctrine condemned by the synod of Carthage 
(A. Ὁ. 419.) of an intermediate state in which unbaptized infants 
were said to be. Comp. Sermo 294: Hoc novum in ecclesia, 
prius inauditum est, esse salutem sternam- preter regnum 
ceelorum, esse salutem eternam preter regnum Dei. With 
regard to baptized children, Augustine, as well as the 
catholic church in general, supposed (the former in accord- 
ance with his idealistic doctrine of the church) that the church 
represents (by means of the godfathers and godmothers) the 
faith of the children. ‘ His view seems to have been somewhat 
as follows : As the child ts nourished by the natural powers of 
his mother after the flesh, before his bodily, independent exist- 
ence is fully developed, so is he nourished by the higher powers 
of his spiritual mother, the church, before he has attained unto 
independent spiritual developement and self-consciousness. This 
idea would be true toa certain extent, if the visible church 
corresponded to its ideal.” Neander, Kirchengesch. p. 1894. 

(7) Basil Ep. can. 1. declared the baptism of heretics void at 
least when its mode differed from that of the catholic church, 
or when a different meaning was attached to it; thus he re- 
jected the baptism of the Montanists, because they understood 
Montanus to be the paraclete. But he was disposed to admit 
dissenters without baptism, and as a general rule advised to 
comply with the custom of each separate church.—Gregory of 
Nazianzum rejected the baptism of notorious heretics (τῶν 
προδήλως κατεγνωσμένων.) Generally speaking he did not make the 
efficacy of baptism depend on the external merit of the church, 
or the inherent moral desert (ἀξιοσιστία) of the person to be 
~baptized.—He illustrated this by the case of two rings, the one 
made of gold, the other of brass, both of which bear the same 
stamp. Orat. 40. in Ullmann p. 473—75. 
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“) De baptismo contra Donatistas lib. vii. (in Opp. Ben. Tom. 
ix.). It is interesting to see how Augustine sceks to justify 
Cyprian, from whom he differs; the passages are given in 
Miunscher edit. by von Colln p. 477.—The limitation spoken of 
was, that the rite of baptism, if performed out of the catholic 
church, might be considered valid, but that so far from proving 
a blessing to the baptized, it would increase their guilt, if they 
did not afterwards join the catholic church. Thus “ the ex- 
clusiveness of the catholic church, which seemed to be objected to 
on the one hand, was carried to an extreme length on the other.” 
Rothe, Anfange der christlichen Kirche p. 685.—The ceremony 
of laying up of hands was also performed on the converts. Leo 
the Great insisted upon this point, Ep. 159, 7. 166, 2. 167, 18. 
(Griesbach p. 155.) | 

©) They were condemned by the Cone. Arel. 314. can. 8. Opt. 
Mil. de schism. Donat. v. 6. 3:...Quid vobis (Donatistis) visum 
est, non post nos, sed post Trinitatem baptisma geminare ? 
cujus de sacramento non leve certamen innatum est, et 
dubitatur an post Trinitatem in eadem Trinitate hoc iterum 
liceat facere. Vos dicitis: licet; nos dicimus: non _ licet. 
Inter licet vestrum ct non licet nostrum natant et remigant 
anime populorum. 

a) Concerning the baptism of the Manicheans, on which we 
have but scanty information, comp. Baur, manich. Religions- 
_aystem, p- 273. 

41.) Socrat. v. 24 blamed the Eunomians, because......... ob 
βάπτισμα παρεχάραξαν' ov γὰρ εἰς τριάδα, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς τὸν τοῦ Χριστοῦ βαπ- 
φίζουσι γάνατον, They probably avoided the use of the common 
formula, which Eunomius elsewhere adduces as a proof that the 
Spirit is the third person, in order to prevent the unlearned 
from forming any incorrect views concerning the Trinity. 
Comp. Klose, Eunomius p. 92. Rudelbach, iiber die Sacraments- 
worte, p. 25. According to Sozom. vi. 26. the Hunomians are 
‘said to have rebaptized all who joined their party. 
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§ 138. 
THE LORD’S SUPPER. 
Marheinecke (comp. § 73.) p.82—65. K. Meyer p. 18—38. 


The mysterious connection supposed to exist between 
the two natures of Christ, corresponded to the idea of a 
mystical connection subsisting between the body of 
Christ and the bread used in the Lord’s Supper on the 
one hand, and between his blood and the wine on the 
other.) This idea, which had taken its rise in the pre- 
ceding period, was now farther carried out by means of 
the more fully developed terminology of the church, and 
by the introduction of liturgical formule, which substi- 
tuted mystical ceremonies for the simple apostolical 
rite.@) The doctrine of the consubstantiality of Christ’s 
body and blood with the visible elements, was generally 
held during this period both by the Greek and Latin 
churches, though some writers spoke of a real change 
from the one into the other.6) Theodoret brought most 
prominently forward the symbolical import of this 
ordinance—a view which some other Fathers adopted 
along with the realistic mode of interpretation,“4) while 
Augustine sought to unite its more profound mystical 
significance with the symbolical.@.) He also offered a 
firm opposition) to the superstitious reverence. which 
many writers of the present age seemed disposed to pay 
to the sacrament in question.7) Grelasius, bishop of 
Rome, spoke very decidedly against the idea of a real 
change.@) The notion of a daily repeated sacrifice is 
distinctly set forth in the writings of Gregory the 
Great.) 


(.. The controversy respecting the natures of Christ may be 
said to be repeated in the different views on the Lord’s Supper 


THE LORD’S SUPPER. 369 


but the human nature in the former, is represented by the visible 
element (the bread) in the latter, and the Divine nature in the 
former, by the body of Christ in the latter, which, properly 
speaking, formed a part of his humanity.—The doctrine of 
transubstantiation properly speaking, (as it was afterwards held 
by the Romish church), is essentially Docetic, inasmuch as the 
elements are nothing but a mere deception of the senses. 
That view of the ordinance in question which considers it as a 
purely external and symbolical rite, (the notion of the Socinians 
in later times) savours of Ebionitism. The speculative dis- 
tinction between the sign and the thing which it is meant to 
teach (the view taken by the Reformed church), is allied to 
Nestorianism (especially the mode in which it was represented 
by Zuingle). The doctrine of consubstantiation which prevail- 
ed in the present period, and was afterwards in substance 
adopted by Luther, would remind us of the orthedox doctrine 
as propounded in the canons of the synod of Chalcedon, if it 
might not with more propriety be compared with Hutychianism 
and Monophysttism, which were in their time but the extremes 
of orthodox christology. In the said controversy, as well as in 
the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, attempts at harmonizing the 
various modes of interpretation might easily lead to heretical 
notions (thus the Calvinistic view.) 

@) On such names as λωτρείοι cva/uonroc, Suoia τοῦ ἱλασμοῦ (Cyrill 
Myst. V.), degougy tot, μετάληψις τῶν ἁγιασμάτων, ἁγία τράπεζα, ἐφόδιον (in. 
reference to the administration of the Lord’s Supper to the 
sick), as well as on the formule commonly used in connection 
with the rite of consecration, comp. Suwicer, Thesaurus sub 
vocib.; Youttée in Diss. ad Cyr. Hier. 3. p. cexxxiii. ss. 
Marheinecke 1. ὁ. p. 33. ss. August, Archeologie vol. viii. p. 
32 Ss. 

©) Cyrill of Jerusalem so connected (Cat. xxii § 6.) the 
miracle performed atthe marriage at Cana with the μεταβολὴ of the 
elements used in the Lord’s Supper, that we cannot help think- 
ing that he believed in a real and total change, the more so as 
he added: εἰ γὰρ καὶ ἡ alodnois σοι τοῦτο ὑποβάλλει ἀλλὰ ἡ πίστις OF 
βεβαιούτω" μὴ ἀπὸ τῆς γεύσεως κρίνῃς τὸ πρᾶγμα, GAN ἀπὸ τῆς πίστεως 
πληροφοροῦ ἀνενδοιάστως, σώματος καὶ αἵματος Χριστοῦ καταξιωϑείς - and 
yet he said § 3.2 ἐν τύπῳ ἄρτου δίδοτα! σοι τὸ αἷμα ete. But as he 
spoke (Cat. xxl 3.) of a similar change effected in the oil which 
was used at the performance of the rite of consecration, with- 

28 
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out intimating his belief in a real metaphysical change of the 
substance of the oil into the substance of the Holy Spirit, we 
may suppose, that his highly rhetorical language meant to 
teach nothing, but that the inferior is changed into the superior. 
Comp. Neander, Kirchengesch. i. p. 1896. But Cyrill un- 
doubtedly supposed a real union of the communicants with 
Christ (σύσσωμοι καὶ σύναιμοι Χριστοῦ, χιοιστοφόροι γινόμεϑα), and thought 
that we participate in the nature of Christ by the assimilation 
of his body and blood to our members, etc. Cat. xxiil— Gregory 
of Nyssa draws a parallel between the physical preservation of 
man by physical food, and his spiritual subsistence by the parti- 
cipation of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord’s Supper. 
It is the most effectual antidote of the consequence of sin, viz. 
mortality. The passages bearing on this point (from Cat. 37.) 
are given by Munscher ed. by von Colln 1. p. 499. 500. Rupp, 
Ῥ. 238 ss. Gregory used the terms μεταποιεῖσθαι, μετατίϑεσθαι, 
μεταστοιχειοῦσδαι τῆς φύσεως τῶν φαινομένων IN ἃ ΒΘΏΒΘ similar to that of 
Cyrill. comp. Rupp p. 240 note, and Neander 1. ο. p. 1897. 98, 
— Chrysostom regards the institution of the Lord’s Supper as a 
proof of the highest love of the Redeemer to mankind, inasmuch 
as he not only gave them an opportunity of seeing him, but 
also enabled them to touch him, and to partake of bis body, 
hom. 45 in Joh. (Opp. T. vui. p. 292.) He too teaches a real 
union of the communicants with Christ: ἀναφύρει ἑαυτὸν ἡμῖν, καὶ 
οὗ τῇ πίστει μόνον, GAN αὐτῷ τῷ πράγματι Cua ἡμᾶς αὑτοῦ κατασχευάζει- 
Hom. 89. in Matth. (Opp. T. vii. p. 869). comp. hom. 24. in Ep. 
ad Cor. (Opp. T. ix. p. 257) and other passages quoted by 
Marheinecke 1. ὁ. p. 44. Yet the manner in which Chrysostom 
speaks of the relation in which the spiritual (νοητὸν) stands to 
the sensuous (οὐσϑητὸν), and the comparison which he draws be- 
tween the Lord’s Supper and baptism, seem to be opposed to 
the notion of a real change. ‘If we were incorporeal, Christ 
would nourish us with incorporeal things (dswuara); but since 
the soul is tied to the body, God gives us ἐν αὐσϑητοῖς τὰ νοητά." 
Comp. the passage on Matth. before cited, and Munscher ed, 
by von Colln p. 502. Hilary de Trin. viii. 13. says in reference 
to Christ: naturam carnis suze ad naturam seternitatis sub 
sacramento nobis communicande carnis admiscuit, that which 
Trenxus calls ἕνωσις πρὸς ἀφϑαρσία, Ambrose (de initiandis 
mysteriis c. 8. and 9.) regards the Lord’s Supper as the living 
bread which came down from heaven (John vi. 51.), and is none 


THE LORD’S SUPPER. Sf] 


other but Christ himself. If blessings pronounced by men (viz. 
the prophets of the Old Test.), possessed the power of changing 
the natural elements, how much more must the same be true 
in reference to the sacrament? Quod si tantum valuit Sermo 
liz ut ignem de ceelo promeret, non valebit Christi sermo ut 
Species mutet elementorum? All things are created by the 
Word (Christ); to effect a simple change (mutatio) cannot be too 
difficult te him, who is the author of creation. The body which 
was in a miraculous way brought forth by the Virgin, is at the 
same time the body of the sacrament. Nevertheless he says 
(in contradiction to the assumption of a real change): Ante 
benedictionem verborum ccelestium species nominatur, post 
consecrationem corpus Christi stgnificatur, and in reference te 
the wine: ante consecrationem aliud dicitur, post consecrationem 
sanguis nuncupatur. (But it ought not to be forgotten, that 
eritical doubts have been raised respecting the genuineness of 
this book). 

2 The above passages sufficiently show that the symbolical 
interpretation accompanied the realistic, or rather that they 
passed over inte each other, without the sign and the thing 
represented by it being always distinctly separated. Husebius 
of Cesarea however was led by his QOrigenistic principles to 
distinguish between the figurative and the real, Demonstr. 
evangel. 1. 10. and Theol. eccles. ii. 12. Neander, Kirchengesch. 
p. 1403. Athanasius too attempted a spiritual interpretation 
of the eating of the body and the drinking of the blood of 
Christ, ep. iv. ad Serap. (m Neander ]. c. p. 1399.); and Grre- 
gory of Nazianzum called the bread and wine symbols and 
types (ἀντίσυπα)" of the great mysteries, Orat. xvii. 12. p. 326. 
Ullmann p. 484. Neander quotes p. 1397. a fragment of a 
letter addressed by Chrysostom to Cesarius, a monk, the 
authenticity of which he questions. Ifit were genuine, it would 
prove that Chrysostom, as well as his disciple Nilus, made a 
clear distinction between the symbol and the thing represented 
by it. The latter compared, Lib. i. ep. 44. (see Neander 1]. c.) 
the bread which has been consecrated, to a document which 
having been confirmed by the emperor, is called Sacra. ‘The 
distinction made by Theodoret between the sign and the thing 


a Comp. Swicer, Thes. T. i. p. 588 ss. and Ullmann I. 6. who oppose the 
interpretation of Elias Cretensis. _ 
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signified, was intimately connected with the similar distinction, 
which he drew between the human and the Divine natures of 
Christ, (comp. note 1.) Dial. ii. Opp. iv. p. 126.: οὐδὲ γᾶρ μετὰ 
τὸν ἁγιοσμὸν τὰ μυστικὰ σύμβολα τῆς οἰκείας ἐξίσταται φύσεως. μένει γὰρ 
ἐσὶ τῆς προτέρας οὐσίας, καὶ τοῦ σχήματος καὶ τοῦ εἴδους, καὶ ὁρατά ἐστι καὶ 
ἁπτὰ, οἵα καὶ πρότερον ἦν. νοεῖται δὲ ἅπερ ἐγένετο, καὶ πιστεύεται καὶ προσ- 
κυνεῖται, ὡς ἐκεῦα ὄντα ἅπερ πιστεύεται. παράδες τοίνυν τῷ ἀρχετύπῳ τὴν 
εἰκόνα καὶ ὕψει τὴν ὁμοιότητα. Χρὴ γὰρ ἐοικέναι τῇ ἀληδϑεία τὸν τύπον. 
He also distinguished between the μεταβολὴ τῇ χάριτι and the 
μεταβολὴ τῆς φύσεως, Dial. i. p. 26. 

©) Augustine, in interpreting the words pronounced by our 
Saviour at the institution of this ordinance, reminds us of their 
figurative import, contra Adimant. 6. 12. 3. According to him 
the language of John vi. is highly figurative, contra advers. leg. 
et prophetar. ii. ο. 9. (The controversy in which he was engaged 
with the Manicheans led him to defend the figurative style of 
the Old Test. by adducing similar examples from the New.) 
He even supposed that the characteristic feature of the sacra- 
ments consists in this, that they are symbolical rites, Ep. 98, 9.: 
S1 sacramenta quandam similitudinem earum rerum quarum sa- 
cramenta sunt, non haberent, omnino sacramenta non essent. 
Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque etiam ipsarum rerum no- 
mina accipiunt. The sacrament in question is the body of 
Christ secundum quendam modum, but not absolutely, and its 
participation is a communicatio corporis et sanguinis ipsius (Ep. 
54, 1.), comp. de doctr. chr. iii. 10. 16. Marheinecke, p. 56 ss. 
Neander I. ὁ. p. 1400.—On the connection subsisting between 
the notions of Augustine concerning the Lord’s Supper, and 
those respecting baptism, comp. Wiggers 11. p. 146; on the con- 
nection subsisting between the former opinions and his views on 
the sacraments in general comp. § 137. note 2. 

©) Aug. de trin. iii. 10.: possunt habere honorem tamquam 
religiosa, sed non stuporem tamquam mira. 

7) Thus Gregory of Nazianzum himself believed in the su- 
pernatural effects of the Lord’s Supper. Orat. vii. 17. 18. p. 
228. 229. and Ep. 240. Ullmann, p. 483. 84.—On the com- 
munion of children, which was common in the Latin church, 
comp. the works on antiquities. 

8.) Gelas. de duab. natur. in Christo, Bibl. max. PP. T. viii. p. 
703. (quoted by Meyer, p. 34. Minscher edit. by von Colln, p. 
504.): Certe sacramenta, quae sumimus, corporis et sanguinis 
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Christi, divina res est, propter quod et per eadem divine eflfici- 
mur participes natures et tamen esse non desinit substantia vel 
natura panis et vinti. Et certe imago et similitudo corporis et 
sanguinis Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis 
ergo nobis evidenter ostenditur, hoc nobis in ipso Christo Do- 
mino sentiendum, quod in ejus imagine profitemur, celebramus 
et sumimus, ut sicut in hance, scilicet in divinam transeant, Saneto 
Spiritu perficiente, substantiam, permanente tamen in suc pro- 
prietate natura, sic illud ipsum mysterium principale, cujus no- 
bis efficientiam virtutemque veraciter repreesentant. 

() After the example of Cyprian, the idea of a sacrifice is dis- 
tinctly set forth by most of the Fathers of this period. Thus 
by Gregory of Nazianzum Orat, 11. 95. p. 56. Ullmann, p. 483. 
and Basil the Great, Ep. 93. (though without any more precise 
definition Klose, p. 72.) But Gregory the Great speaks more 
distinctly Moral. Lib. xxi. 26. of a quotidianum tmmolatzonis 
sacryicium. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE LAST THINGS. 
8 189. 
MILLENNARIANISM.—THE KINGDOM OF CHRIST. 


The contest which Origen had fought against the ad- 
vocates of Millennarianism, was soon after his death de- 
cided in his favour. It was his disciple, Dionysius of 
Alexandria, who succeeded more by persuasion, than by 
force, in imposing silence on the followers of MWepos, an 
Egyptian bishop, who, adhering to the letter of Scripture, 
were opposed to all allegorical interpretation, and had the 
presbyter Coracion for their leader after the death of 
Nepos.(@.) Millennarianism was from that time support- 
ed by but a few of the eastern theologians.?-) In the 
West the millennarian notions were advocated by Lac- 
tantius,(3.) but combated by Augustine, who had once him- 
self entertained similar views.4) It was very natural 
that Christianity should confidently expect a longer ex- 
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istence on earth, after it had become connected with the 
state, and been permanently established. Thus the pe- 
riod of Christ’s second coming, and the destruction of 
the world, was deferred from time to time, and it was 
only extraordinary.events that caused men for a season 
to look forward to these events as nigh at hand—_The 
notion of Marcellus, that, Christ’s heavenly kingdom itself 
will at some period come to an end (according to 1 Cor. 
xv. 25.), forms a remarkable parallel to Mullennarian- 
ism.@:) 


(Δ) On the treatise of Nepos (a. p. 355.) entitled ; ἔλεγχος τῶν 
ἀλληγοριστῶν, and that of Dionysius περὶ ἐπαγγελιῶν, as well as on 
the entire controversy comp. Euseb. vii. 24. Gennad. de dogm. 
eccles. c. 55. Mosh. comment. p. 720—28. Neander Kirchen- 
gesch. 1. 8. p. 1109. 

@) Methodius, who was in part an opponent of Origen, pro- 
pounded millennarian notions in his treatise entitled the feast 
of the ten virgins (a dialogue on chastity), which was composed 
in imitation of Plato’s Symposium. Orat. ix. ὃ 5. (in Combefisit 
Auctuar. noviss. Bibl. PP. Greec. Pars. i. p. 109.) Neander, 
Kirchengesch. 1. 3. p. 1233. According to Epiph. heer. 72. p. 
1013. (comp. Hier. in Jes. Lib. xviii.) Apollinaris too held 
millennarian notions, and wrote a treatise in 2 books against 
Dionysius, which met with great success at the time: Quem non 
solum (says Jerome lI. 0.) sue sectze homines, sed nostrorum in 
hac parte duntaxat plurima sequitur multitudo. Concerning the 
millennarian views of Bar Sudaili, abbot of Edessa in Mesopo- 
tamia towards the close of the fifth century, comp. Neander 1. c. 
u. 3. p. 1181. 

(8) Tnst. vii. 14—26. c. 14: Sicut Deus sex dies in tantis rebus 
fabricandis laboravit, ita et religio ejus et veritas in his sex mil- 
libus annorum laboret necesse est, malitia prevalente ac domi- 
nante. Ht rursus, quoniam perfectis operibus requievit die sep- 
timo eumque benedixit, necesse est, ut in fine sexti millesimi 
anni malitia omnis aboleatur e terra et regnet per annos mille 
justitia, sitque tranquillitas et requies a laboribus, quos mundus 
jamdiu perfert. In the subsequent part of the chapter he gives 
a full description of the state of the political, the physical, and 
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the religious world antecedent to the millennial kingdom, and 
appeals both to the Sibylline oracles and to the work of Hystas- 
pes. Comp. Corrodi ii. p. 410. 423. 441. 455. 

“) Sermo 159. (Opp. T. v. p. 1060.) which may be compared 
with de civ. Dei xx. 7...... Que opinio esset utcunque tolerabilis, 
si aliquee deliciz spiritales in illo sabbato adfuture sanctis per 
Domini preesentiam crederentur. Nam etiam nos hoc opinati 
Jwimus aliquando, Sed cum eos qui tune resurrexerint, dicant 
immoderatissimis carnalibus epulis vacaturos, in quibus cibus sit 
tantus ac potus, ut non solum nullam modestiam teneant, sed 
modum quoque ipsius incredulitatis excedant: nullo modo ista 
possunt, nisi a carnalibus credi, Hi autem, qui spiritales sunt, 
istos ista credentes χιλιαστὰς appellant greeco vocabulo, quos ver- 
bum e verbo exprimentes, nos possumus Milliarios nuncupare. 
The passages in the book of Revelation bearing on this subject 
are expounded in the subsequent chapters. 

©) Comp. the works on Marcellus quoted § 92. 6, Klose, p. 42. 
ss. and the passages cited by him. Cyrill of Jerusalem Cat. xv. 
27. (14. Milles) combating this opinion, appeals to the words of 
the angel (Luke i. 33.), and of the prophets (Dan. vii. 13, 14. 
etc.); in reference to 1 Cor. xv. 25. he asserts that the term 
ἄχρι includes the terminus ad quem.—Klose, p. 82. questions 
whether Photinus adopted the views of Marcellus. 


8. 140. 
THE RESURRECTION OF THE BODY. 


The notion of a two-fold resurrection founded on the 
language of the book of Revelation, was still held by 
Lactantius, “-) but afterwards shared the fate of Muillen- 
narianism.@) ‘Though Methodius had combated Origen’s 
idealistic doctrine of the resurrection,@) yet several of the 
eastern theologians adopted it,“4) till the zealous follow- 
ers of the Anti-origenist party succeeded in the ensuing 
controversies in establishing their doctrine, that the body 
raised from the tomb is in every respect the same as that 
which formed in this life the organ of the soul. Jerome 
even went so far as to make this assertion in reference 
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to the very hairs and teeth.©-) Augustine’s views on this 
point were during the earlier part of his life more in ac- 
cordance with the Platonico- Alexandrian mode of think- 
ing; but afterwards he gave the preference to more sen- 
suous notions, though he was at much pains to clear the 
doctrine in question as far as possible from all gross and 
carnal additions.) Later definitions have reference 
rather to unessential points,(7-) 


(1) Inst. vii. 20.: Nee tamen universi tune (i. 6, at the com- 
mencement of the millennial reign) a Deo judicabuntur, sed 1% 
tantum, qui sunt in Dei religione versati. comp. e- 26 :...Hodem 
tempore (i. e. at the end of the world after the millennial reign) 
Ποὺ secunda illa et. publica omnium resurrectio, in qua excita- 
buntur injusti ad cruciatus sempiternos. 

@) Aug. de civ. Dei xx. 7: De his duabus resurrectionibus 
Joannes.,....eo modo locutus est, ut earum prima a quibusdam 
nostris non intellecta, insuper etiam in quasdam ridiculas fabu- 
las verteretur. Comp. Epiphan. Ancor. § 97. p. 99. Gennad. I. 
i, ὁ. 6. et 2p. 

(8) Teel ἀναστάσεως λόγος. Phil, Bibl, cod. 234. Rossler i. p. 297. 
Comp. Epiph. her. 64, 12—62. 

(+) Gregory of Nazianzum, Gregory of Nyssa, and partly also 
Basil the Great adopted the views of Origen. Thus Gregory 
of Nazianzum (Orat. 1. 17. p. 20. and in other places) rested be- 
lief in immortality principally on this, that man, considered as a 
spiritual being, possesses a Divine, and consequently an immor- 
tal nature. The mortal body is that which perishes, but the 
soul is the breath of the Almighty, and the deliverance from the 
fetters of the body is the most essential point of future happi- 
ness. Ullmann, Ὁ. 501. 2. Similar expressions were used_by 
Gregory of Nyssa de anima et resurrectione, Opp. T. i. p. 181, 
(247.) Rupp. p. 187 ss. and Munscher, Handbuch. iv. p. 499. 
Both Gregory of Nazianzum, and Gregory of Nyssa compared 
e. g. the body of man to the coats of skins with which our first 
parents were clothed after the fall. Concerning the more in- 
definite views of Basil (Hom. vii. in Hexaémeron, p. 78. and in 
famem p. 72.) see Klose, p. 77. Titus of Bostra (fragm. in Joh. 
Damasceni parallelis sacris Opp. T. ii. p. 763.) propounded a 
more refined doctrine of the resurrection. Chrysostom, though 
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asserting the identity of the body, hom. x. in 2. Ep. ad Cor. 
(Opp. T. ix. p 603.), kept to the Pauline doctrine, and maintain- 
ed in particular the difference between the present and the fu- 
ture body: σὺ δέ μοι σκόπει πῶς διὰ τῶν ὀνομάτων δείκνυσι (ὁ Am.) τὴν 
ὑπεροχὴν τῶν μελλόντων πρὸς τὰ παρόντα" εἰπὼν yao ἐπίγειον (2 Cor. v. 1.) 
ἀντέληκε τὴν οὐρανίαν x7. A  Synesius, a Christian philosopher of 
Cyrene, frankly acknowledged that he could not adopt the po- 
pular notions on this point, (which some interpreted as a com- 
plete denial of the doctrine of the resurrection.) Comp. Evagr. 
hist. 600]. i. 15. and Ep. 105. ad Euoptium fratrem in the note 
of Vales on that passage. | 

©) Epiphanius, Theophilus of Alexandria, and Jerome may 
be considered as the representatives of this zealous party. The 
last two had themselves formerly entertained more liberal views, 
nor did Theophilus even afterwards hesitate to ordain Synestus 
to the office of bishop ; see Munscher, Handbuch. ivy. Ρ. 442. 
But they opposed with especial vehemence John of Jerusalem 
and Rufinus. Jerome was by no means satisfied (Apol. contra 
Ruf. lib. 4. Op. T. it. p. 145.) with the language of Rufinus, who 
asserted the resurrection hujus carnis, and still less with the cav- 
tion of John, who distinguished (rightly in the exegetical point 
of view) between flesh and body. Jerome therefore makes the 
following definite assertions (adv. errores Joann. Hier. ad Pam- 
mach. Opp. T. 11. p. 118 ss.) which he founds especially on Job 
xix. 26: caro est proprie, que sanguine, venis, ossibus nervisque 
constringitur......... Certe ubi pellis et caro, ubi ossa et nervi et 
sanguis et vene, ibi carnis structura, ibi-sexus proprietas wees 
Videbo autem in ista carne, que me nunc cruciat, que nunc 
pre dolore distillat. Idcirco Deum in carne conspiciam, quia 
omnes infirmitates meas sanavit.—And thus he says in reference 
to the resurrection-body : Habent dentes, ventrem, genitalia et 
tamen nec cibis nec uxoribus indigent. From the stridor den- 
tium of the condemned he infers that we shall have teeth; the 
passage: Capilli capitis vestri numerati sunt, proves, in his 
opinion, that not even our hairs willbe wanting. But his prin- 
cipal argument is founded on the identity of the body of be- 
lievers with that of Christ. In reference to 1 Cor. xv. 50 he 
lays great stress upon the use of the term posstdere regnum 
Dei, which he distinguishes from the resurrectio. 

(6) Augustine propounded the more liberal view: de fide et 
symb. ὁ, 10: tempore immutationis angelica non jam caro erit 
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et sanguis, sed tantum corpus—in ceelestibus nullo caro, sed 
corpora simplicia et lucida, que appellat Ap. spiritalia, nonnulli_ 
autem vocant etheria; the opposite view is set forth in his 
Retractiones p. 17, The whole doctrine is fully developed in: 
Enchirid. ad Laur. 84—92. and de civ. Dei xxi. ec. 11—21: 
Krit ergo spiritui subdita caro spiritalis, sed tamen caro, non 
spiritus, sicut carni subditus fuit spiritus ipse carnalis, sed tamen 
spiritus, non caro. In reference to the general aspect of the 
doctrine he says ad Laur. c. 88 ss.: non perit Deo terrena ma- 
teries, de qua mortalium creatur caro, sed in quemlibet pulve- 
rem cineremye solvatur, in quoslibet halitus aurasque diffugiat, 
in quamcunque aliorum corporum substantiam vel in ipsa ele- 
menta veriatur, in quorumcunque animalium etiam hominum 
cedat carnemque mutetur, illi anime humane puncto temporis 
redit, quee illam primitus, ut homo fieret, cresceret, viveret, ani- 
mavit; but this admits of some limitation: Ipsa itaque terrena 
materies, que discedente anima fit cadaver, non ita resurrec- 
tione reparabitur, ut ea, que dilabuntur et in alias atque alias 
aliarum rerum species formasque vertuntur (quamvis ad corpus 
redeant, unde Japsa sunt) ad easdem quoque corporis partes, 
ubi fuerunt, redire necesse sit, (this would be impossible espe- 
cially in the case of hairs and nails.) Sed quemadmodum si 
statua cujuslibet solubilis metalli aut igne liquesceret, aut con- 
tereretur in pulverem, aut confunderetur in massam, et eam 
vellet artifex ex illius materize quantitate reparare, nihil inter- 
esset ad ejus integritatem, que particula materiz cui membro 
statuze redderetur, dum tamen totum, ex quo constituta fuerat, 
restituta resumeret. Ita Deus mirabiliter atque ineffabiliter 
artifex de toto, quo caro nostra constiterat, eam mirabili et in- 
effabili celeritate restituet. Nec aliquid attinebit ad ejus rein- 
tegrationem, utrum capilli ad capillos redeant et ungues ad 
ungues: an quicquid eorum perierat mutetur in carnem et in 
partes alius corporis revocetur, curante artificis providentia, ne 
quid indecens fiat. Nor is it necessary to suppose, that the dif- 
ferences of size and stature will continue in the life to come, 
but every thing will be restored in accordance with the Divine 
image. Nesurgent igitur Sanctorum corpora sine ullo vitio, 
sine ulla deformitate, sicut sine ulla corruptione, onere, difficul- 
tate, etc. All will have the stature of the full-grown man, and 
as a general rule, will be thirty years old (the age of Christ), 
de civ. Dei lib. i. ὁ, 12. He gives particular rules respecting 
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children, de civ. Dei lib. i. c. 14 ; the difference of sex, ο. 17; 
concerning children born prematurely and lusus nature, ib. 6. 
13. and ad Laur. 85. 87. Nevertheless he says: Si quis in eo 
corporis modo, in quo defunctus est, resurrecturum unumquem- 
que contendit, non est cum illo laboriosa contradictione pug- 
nandum, de civ. Dei 1, i. α. 16. 

“) The opinion of Origen having been condemned by the 
decisions of synods (Mansi ix. p. 399 and 516), orthodoxy ad- 
mitted but of slight modifications. We may mention, e. g. 
the controversy which arose between Eutychius, patriarch of 
Constantinople, who maintained that the resurrection-body was 
impalpabilis, and Gregory the Great, bishop of Rome, who de- 
nied it (Greg. M. Moral. in Jobum lib. xiv. ὁ. 29. Miunscher, 
Handbuch p., 449) ; and the controversy which took place be- 
tween the Monophysitic Philoponites and the Cononites respect- 
ing the question, whether the resurrection was to be considered 
as a new creation of matter, or as a mere transformation of the 
form? Comp. Timoth. de recept. heret. in Cotelerii monum. 
eccles. grec T. iii. Ὁ. 413 ss. Walch, Historie der Ketzereien. 
vol. vi. Ὁ. 762 ss. Miinscher, Handbuch iv. p. 450. 51. 


ν᾿ 8 141. 


GENERAL JUDGMENT.—CONFLAGRATION OF THE WORLD.— 
PURGATORY. 


Hépfner, de ovigine dogmatis de purgatorio. Hal. 1792. 


The notions concerning the general judgment were 
still substantially founded on the representations of Scrip- 
ture, but more fully developed and variously adorned 
_by the theologians of the present period.) We have 
already seen that the Fathers of the preceding age be- 
lieved in a general conflagration which was to accompany 
the general judgment, as well as to destroy the world, 
and that they ascribed to it a purifying power.©) But 
according to Augustine this purifying fire Ggnis purga- 
torius ) had its seat in Hades, 7. 6. the place in which the 
souls of the departed were supposed to remain until the 
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general resurrection.C) This idea, as well as further 
additions on the part of other theologians, especially 
Cesarius of Arles,4) and Gregory the Great, prepared 
the way for the doctrine of purgatory. This doctrine 
being brought afterwards into connection with the notion 
of the mass, was made subservient to the selfish purposes 
of the Romish hierarchy, and contributed to obscure the 
evangelical doctrine of salvation. 


(.) The end of the world will be preceded by signs in the 
sun, the moon, and the stars; the sun will be changed into 
blood, the moon will not give her light, etc. Comp. Basil the 
Great, Hom. 6. in Hexaem. p. 54. (al. 63.) Lact. vii. 19 ss. 6. 
25. (he has regard to the Sibylline oracles.) Short descriptions 
of the general judgment are given by Greg. of Nazianz. Orat. 
xvi. 9. p. 305 ss. and xix. 15. p. 373. According to Basil, Moral. 
Regula 68. 2. the coming of our Lord will be sudden, the stars 
will fall from heaven, etc., but we ought not to think of his se- 
cond manifestation as τοπικὴ ἢ σαρξχικὴ, but ἐν δύξῃ τοῦ πατρὸς κατὰ 
πάσης τῆς οἰκουμένης ἀϑρύόως, See Klose p. 74. Comp. Hom. in 
Ps. xxxill. p. 184. (al. 193. 94.) Ep. 46. According to Cyrill of 
Jerusalem, the second coming of our Lord will be announced 
by the appearance of a cross in the air; Cat. xv. 22; comp. the 
whole description 19—33.—Augustine endeavoured dogmati- 
cally to define the facts which are represented in figurative lan- 
guage,* instead of giving rhetorical descriptions, as the Greek 
theologians used to do; he therefore sought to reconcile the 
doctrine of retribution with his doctrine of predestination ; see 
de civ. Dei xx. 1: Quod ergo in confessione ac professione tenet 
omnis Ecclesia Dei veri, Christum de coelo esse venturum ad 
vivos ac mortuos judicandos, hune divini judicii ultimum diem 
dicimus, i. e. novissimum tempus. Nam per quot dies hoc ju- 
dicium tendatur, incertum est: sed scripturarum more sancta- 
rum diem poni solere pro tempore, nemo qui illas litteras quam- 
libet negligenter legerit, nescit. Ideo autem cum diem judicii 
dicimus, addimus ultimum vel novissimum, quia et nunc judicat 


4 He points out (de gestis Pel. c. 4. § 11.) the variety of figurative expres. 
sions used in Scripture in reference to this subject, which can hardly be so 
united as to give one idea. 
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et ab humani generis initio judicavit, dimittens de paradiso, et 
a ligno vite separans primos homines peccati magni perpetra- 
tores; imo etiam quando angelis peccantibus non _ pepercit, 
quorum princeps homines a se ipso subversus invidendo subver- 
tit, procul dubio judicavit. Nec sine illius alto justoque judicio 
et in hoc aério celo et in terris, et daemonum et hominum mi- 
serrima vita est erroribus «erumnisque plenissima. Verum etsi 
nemo peccasset, non sine bono rectoque judicio universam ra- 
tionalem creaturam perseverantissime sibi Domino suo heren- 
tem in eterna beatitudine retineret. Judicat etiam non solum 
universaliter de genere demonum atque hominum, ut miseri 
‘sint propter primorum meritum peccatorum: sed etiam de sin- 
eulorum operibus propriis, que gerunt arbitrio voluntatis, etc. 
—Concerning what he says on the transaction of the general 
judgment itself, see ibid. ο. 14. 

(3) Comp. § 77.6. This idea of a purifying fire is very dis- 
tinctly set forth by Gregory of Nazianzum, Orat. xxxix. 19. p. 
690. (Ullmann, p. 504.) His language is less definite in Orat. 
xl. 36. p. 730. (Ullmann, p, 505.) Roman-Catholic commen- 
tators have inferred too much in support of their theory from 
the general expression πυρὶ καϑαιρομένη which Gregory of Nyssa 
makes use of in his treatise de lis, qui premature abripiuntur 
(Opp. iil. p. 822.) ; see Schrockh, Kirchengeschichte xiv. p. 135. 
Basil the Great supposes (Hom. 3. in Hexaémeron, p. 27.), that 
the fire which is to destroy the world has existed from the be- 
ginning of creation, but that its effects are neutralized by a suf- 
ficient quantity of water, until the consumption of the latter : 
see Klose, p. 73. 

’ Augustine agrees with other theologians in his general 
views concerning the conflagration of the world, de civ. Dei xx. 
18.; in the same place he endeavoursto give a satisfactory re- 
ply to the question where the righteous will be during the 
general conflagration? Possumus respondere, futuros eos esse 
in superioribus partibus, quo ita non adscendet flamma illius in- 
cendil, quaemadmodum nee unda diluvii. Talia quippe illis in- 
erunt corpora, ut illic sint, ubi esse voluecrint. Sed nee ignem 
conflagrationis illius pertimescent immortales atque incorrupti- 
biles facti: sicut virorum trium corruptibilia corpora atque mor- 
talia in camino ardenti vivere illesa potucrunt. Like the earlier 
theologians Augustine brings the idea of a purification wrought 
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by the fire in question, into connection with 1 Cor. ii. 11—15; 
see Enchirid. ad Laur. ὃ 68. In the next section he continues 
as follows (in reference to the disposition manifested by so many 
to cling too much to earthly goods): Tale aliquid etiam post 
hane vitam fiert incredibile non est, et utrum ita sit, queri po- 
test. Ht aut inveniriaut latere, nonnullos fideles per ignem pur- 
gatorium, quanto magis minusve bona pereuntia dilexerunt, 
tanto tardius citiusve salvari: non tamen tales de quibus dictum 
est, quod regnum Dei non possidebunt, nisi convenienter poeni- 
tentibus eadem crimina remittantur. Comp. de civ. Dei 1]. i. 6. 
24, 26. quest. ad Dule. ὃ 13. On the question, whether Pela- 
gius rejected the doctrine of a purifying fire? comp. the acts 
of the synod of Diospolis quoted by Wiggers, 1. p. 195. Ne- 
ander, Kirchengesch. 11. 3. p. 1199. 1225 and 1404.—Concern- 
ing the views of Prudentius see Schrockh, Kirchengesch, vii. p. 
126. 

(4) Sermo viii. 4. in August. Opp. T. v..Append.; the pas- 
sage is quoted by Munscher ed. by von Colln, i. p. 62. He 
makes a distinction between capitalia crimina and minuta pec- 
cata. None but the latter can be expiated either in this life by 
painful sufferings, alms, or placability manifested towards ene- 
mies, or in the life to come by the purifying fire (longo tempore 
cruciandi.) 

©) Gregory the Great may rightly be called the “ énventor of 
the doctrine of purgatory,” if we may call it an invention. On 
the one hand, he lays down (dial. iv. 39.) the doctrine of pur- 
gatory as an article of faith by saying: de quibusdam levibus 
culpis esse ante judicium purgatorius ignis credendus est, and 
rests his opinion on Matth. xii. 31. (He thinks that some sins 
are not pardoned till after death, but to that class belong only 
what are called minor sins, such as talkativeness, levity, and a 
dissolute life.)* On the other hand, he was the first writer who 
clearly propounded the idea of a deliverance from purgatory by 
intercessory prayer, by masses for the dead (sacra oblatio hos- 
tie salutaris) etc., and adduced instances in support of his view, 
to which he himself attached credit. Comp. Schréckh, Kir- 
chengesch. xvii. p. 255 ss. Neander, Kircheng. iii. p. 271. 55. If 


a According to Gregory the passage before alluded to in 1 Cor, iii. may be 
referred to the tribulations in hac vita, but he prefers himself the usual inter- 
pretation, and understands by the wood, hay, and stubble mentioned in iii, 
12, unimportant and slight sins / 
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we compare Gregory’s doctrine with the former (rather ideal- 
istic) notions concerning the efficacy of the purifying fire, we 
may adopt the language of Schmidt (Kirchenges. iii. p. 280.) : 
‘ The belief in a lasting desive after a higher degree of perfec- 
tion, which death itself cannot quench, DEGENERATED INTO A BE- 
LIEF IN PURGATORY.” 


8 142. 
THE STATE OF THE BLESSED AND THE DAMNED. 


Gregory of Nazianzum and a few other theologians, 
supposed that the souls of the righteous are at once ad- 
mitted into the presence of God (without going to Ha- 
des and prior to the resurrection of the body), while the 
majority of the ecclesiastical writers of this period ima- 
gined that men do not receive their full reward till after 
the general judgment and the resurrection of the body.) 
According to Gregory of Nazianzum, Gregory of Nyssa, 
and other theologians who adopted the views of Origen, 
the blessedness of the redeemed in heaven consists im 
more fully developed knowledge, in intercourse with all 
the saints and righteous, and partly i in the deliverance 
from the fetters of the body; Augustine added that the 
soul would obtain its true liberty. But all writers ad- 
mitted the difficulty of forming just views on this sub- 
ject.2:) The sufferings of the damned were thought to 
be the opposite of the pleasures of the blessed, and in 
the descriptions of the punishments of hell prominence 
was commonly given to sensuous representations. Many 
were disposed to regard the fire in question as a mate- 
rial fire; thus Lactantius depicted it in very lively co- 
lours, and others indulged i in still more terrible descrip- 
tions.{*) ‘There were yet some theologians who favour- 
ed the idea of degrees both in heaven and in hell.) 
Concerning the duration of the punishments of hell the 
prevailing opinion was, that they are eternal,@) though 
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some of the advocates of Origenism still hesitated to de- 
prive the damned of every glimpse of hope. Jerome at 
least admitted, that those among the damned who have 
been orthodox, enjoy a kind of privilege.©) And, lastly, 
it is a remarkable fact, which however admits of a satis- 
factory solution, that Augustine entertained milder views 
on this point than Pelagius,“) who, as well as Chrysos- 
tom,(8-) maintained the eternal duration of the punish- 
ments of hell, in accordance with his strict doctrine of 
moral retribution. The doctrine of the restoration of 
all things shared the fate of Origenism,@-) and made its 
appearance in after ages only in connection with other 
heretical notions, and especially with Millennarianism. 


(.) Orat. x. p. 173. 174. Comp. Gennad. de dogm. eccles. ὁ. 
46. Greg. M. Moral. 1. iv. 6. 57. Others on the contrary, and 
the theologians of the western church in particular, adopted the 
notion of intermediate states, which is allied to that concerning 
Hades. Thus Ambrose says de bono mortis c. 10. de Cain et 
Abel 1. i. ὁ. 2: Solvitur corpore anima et post finem vite hujus 
adhuc tamen futuri judicii ambiguo suspenditur. Ita finis nul- 
lus, ubi finis putatur. Hilary Tract. in Ps. exx. p. 383. Aug. 
Enchirid. ad Laur. ὃ 109.: Tempus, quod inter hominis mortem 
et ultimam resurrectionem interpositum est, animas abditis re- 
ceptaculis contineri, sicut unaqueque digna est vel requie vel 
cerumna, pro eo quod sortita est in carne cum viveret. Even 
some of the Greek theologians taught, that no man receives his 
full reward before the general judgment. Chrys. in Ep. ad 
Hebr. hom. xxvii. (Opp. T. xi. p. 924.) et in 1. Ep. ad Corinth. 
hom, xxxix. (Opp. xi. p. 486.) He there defends the belief in 
the Christian doctrine of the resurrection as distinct from a mere 
hope in the continued existence of the soul after death. Cyrill. 
Alex. contra Anthropom. ὁ. 5. ¢. 7 ss. 

®) According to Gregory of Nyssa orat. catech. c. 40. the 
blessedness of heaven cannot be described by words. Gregory 
of Nazianzum Orat. xvi. 9. p. 306. supposes it to consist in the 
perfect knowledge of God, and especially of the Trinity (ϑεωρέα 
τριοίδος) ; Such a view is in full accordance with the intellectual, 
and contemplative tendency predominant in the eastern church 
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at that time. Gregory however does not restrict the enjoyment 
of eternal happiness to the intuitive vision and knowledge of 
God; but inasmuch as this knowledge itself is brought about 
by a closer union with God, the blessedness of the redeemed in 
heaven will also consist in this very inward union with God, in 
the perfect peace both of the soul and of the heavenly habita- 
tions, in the intercourse with blessed spirits, and in the know- 
ledge of all that is good and beautiful. Orat. vin. 28. p. 252. 

Other rhetorical descriptions will be found Orat. vii. 17. p. 
209. vu. 21. p. 213. Ullmann, p. 502. Basil the Great depicts 
this blessedness for the most part in a negative way; Homil. in 
Ps. cxiv. p. 204. quoted by Klose, p. 76. Augustine also says 
de civ. Dei xxii. 29. 30.: Ht illa quidem actio, vel potius quics 
atque otium quale futurum sit, se verum velim dicere nescic ; 
non enim hoc unquam per sensus corporis vidi. Siautem mente, 
i. e. intelligentia vidisse me dicam, quantum est aut quid est nos- 
tra intelligentia ad illam excellentiam?—According to Augustine 
the happiness of the blessed consists in the enjoyment of hea- 
venly peace which passes knowledge, and of the intuitive vi- 
sion of God, which cannot be compared with bodily vision. But 
while Gregory of Nazianzum assigned the first place to theolo- 
gical knowledge, Augustine founded his theory upon anthropo- 
logy. The blessed obtain true liberty, by which he understood 
that they can no longer sin; nam primum liberum arbitrium, 
quod homini datum est, quando primum creatus est rectus, po- 
tuit non peccare, sed potuit et peccare; hoc ‘autem novissimum 
eo potentius erit, quo peccare non poterit. Verum hoc quoque 
Dei munere, non sue possibilitate nature. Aliud est enim, esse 
Deum, aliud participem Dei. Deus natura peccare non potest ; 
particeps vero Dei ab illo accipit, ut peccare non possit....Sicut 
enim prima immortalitas fuit, quam peccando Adam perdidit, 
posse non mori, novissima erit, noh posse mori. Augustine 
moreover thought, that the blessed retain the full recollection 
of the past, even of the sufferings which befell them while on 
earth ; but they do not feel what was painful in them. They 
also know the torments of the damned without being disturbed 
in their own happiness (similar views were expressed by Chrysos- 
tom, hom. x.in 2 Ep.ad Corinth. Opp. T. xi. p. 605.) God is 
the essential substance of the blessedness in question, no less 
than the end and object of every desire. Ipse crit finis desi- 
deriorum nostrorum, qui sine fine videbitur, sine fastidio amalii. 

“Ὁ 
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tur, sine fatigatione laudabitur.—Cassiodore de anima c. 12. 
Opp. T. i. p. 604. 605. gives a summary of what earlier theo- 
logians had taught concerning the eternal happinesss of the 
blessed. 

(5) Lact. vil. 21:...quia peccata in corporibus contraxerunt 
(damnati), rursus carne induentur, ut in corporibus piaculum 
solvant; et tamen non erit caro illa, quam Deus homini super- 
jecerit, huic terrene similis, sed insolubilis ac permanens in 
ceternum, ut suflicere possit cruciatibus, et igni sempiterno, cu- 
jus natura diversa est ab hoc nostro, quo ad vite necessaria uti- 
mur, qui, nisi alicujus materiz fomite alatur, extinguitur. At 
ille divinus per se ipsum semper vivit ac viget sine ullis alimen- 
tis, nec admixtum habet fumum, sed est purus ac liquidus et in 
aquee modum fluidus. Non enim vi aliqua sursum versus urge- 
tur, sicut noster, quem labes terreni corporis, quo tenetur, et 
fumus intermixtus exsilire cogit et ad celestem naturam cum 
trepidatione mobili subvolare. Idem igitur divinus ignis una 
eademque vi atque potentia et cremabit impios et recreabit, et 
quantum e corporibus absumet, tantum reponet, ac sibi 1051 
sternum pabulum subministrabit. Quod poéte in vulturem 
Tityi transtulerunt, ita sine ullo revirescentium corporum detri- 
mento aduret tantum, ac sensu doloris afficiet.— Gregory of Na- 
zianzum supposed the punishment of the damned to consist es- 
sentially in their separation from God, and the consciousness of 
their own vileness (Orat. xvi. 9. p. 9060.) : τοῖς δὲ μετὰ τῶν ἄλλων 
βάσανος, μᾶλλον δὲ πρὸ τῶν ἄλλων τὸ aeressiproas Θεοῦ, καὶ ἡ ἐν τῷ συνειδότι 
αἰσχύνη πέρας οὐκ ἔχουσα. Basil the Great, on the contrary, gives 
a more vivid description of that punishment, homil. in Ps. xxui, 
Opp. T. i. p. 151. and elsewhere. Comp. Klose, p. 75. 76. 
Munscher, Handbuch, iv. p. 458. Chrysostom eloquently re- 
presents the torments of the damned in a variety of horrid pic- 
tures, in Theod. lapsum i. c. 6. (Opp. T. iv. p. 560. 561.) 
Nevertheless in other places, 6. g. in his ep. ad Rom, hom. xxx1, 
(Opp. x. p. 896.) he justly observes, that it 1s of more import- 
ance to. know how to escape hell, than to know where it is, and 
what is its nature. Gregory of Nyssa (orat. catech. 40.) en- 
deavours to divest the idea of hell of all that is sensuous (the 
fire of hell-is not to be looked upon as a material fire, nor is the 
worm which never dies an ἐπίγειον Sngiov.) Augustine too ima- 
gines, that separation from God is in the first instance to be 
regarded as the death and punishment of the damned (de mo- 


STATE OF THE BLESSED AND THE DAMNED. 387 


rib. eccles. cath. c. 11.) But he leaves it to his readers to choose 
Detween the more sensuous, or the more spiritual mode of per- 
ception ; it is at all events better to think of both; de civit. Dei 
xxi. 9. 10. comp. Greg. M. Moral. xv. ¢. 17. 

@) Gregory of Nazianzum founds his idea of different degrees 
of blessedness on John xiv. 2. comp. Orat. xxvil. 8. p. 493. xiv, 
5. p. 260. xix. 7. p. 867. xxxii. 33. p. 601. Ullmann, p. 503. 
Basil the Great sets forth similar views in Eun. lib. 3. p. 273. 
Klose, p. 77. Augustine too supposed the existence of such de- 
grees de civ. Dei xxii. 30. 2, He admits that it is impossible to 
say in what they consist, quod tamen futuri sint, non est ambi- 
gendum. But in the absence of any feeling of envy whatever, 
no one’s happiness will be the less because he does not enjoy so 
high a position as others. Sic itaque habebit donum alius alio 
minus, ut hoc quoque donum habeat, ne velit amplius. Jerome 
even charged Jovinian with heresy, because he denied the de- 
grees in question, ady. Jov. lib. ii. Opp. T. ii. p. 58 ss.—Accord- 
ing to Augustine there are also degrees of condemnation, de 
οἷν. Dei xxi. 16.:; Nequaquam tamen negandum est, etiam ipsum 
sternum ignem pro diversitate meritorum quamvis malorum 
aliis leviorem, aliis futurum esse graviorem, sive ipsius vis atque 
ardor pro pena digna cujusque varietur (he thus admitted that, 
relatively speaking, the punishment is not eternal) sive ipse 
zqualiter ardeat, sed non squali molestia sentiatur. Comp. 
Knchir. ad Laur. ὃ 118. Greg. M. Moral. ix. ὁ. 39. lib. xvi. c. 
28. The opinions of the Fathers were most indefinite respect- 
ing children that die without being baptized. (Comp. ὃ 137. | 
δ.) 

©) This opinion was principally founded on the use of the 
word αὐώνιος in Matth. xxv. 41. 46: it must have the same mean- 
ing in reference to both life and punishment. Thus Augustine 
says de civ. Dei xxi. 23.: Si utrumque eternum, profecto aut — 
utrumque cum fine diuturnum, aut utrumque sine fine perpetuum 
debet intelligi. Paria enim relata sunt, hinc supplicium 
sternum, inde vita eterna. Dicere autem in hoc uno eodemque 
sensu, vita eterna sine fine erit, supplicium eternum finem 
habebit, multum absurdum est. Unde, quia vita eterna 
Sanctorum sine fine erit, supplicium quoque «xternum quibus 
erit, finem procul dubio non habebit. Comp. Enchirid. § 112. 
It is superfluous to quote passages from other Fathers, inasmuch 
as they all more or less agree. 
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(5) Some faint intimations of a belief in the final remission of 
punishments in the world to come, are to be found in those 
writings of Didymus of Alexandria, which are yet extant,. 
especially in his treatise de trinitate, edited by Mingarell a. pb. 
1769; comp. Neander, Kirchengesch. ii. 3. p. 1407. Gregory 
of Nyssa speaks more distinctly on this point, orat. cat. c. 8. 
and 35., in his λόγος περὶ ψυχῆς καὶ ἀναστάσεως, and in his treatise 
de infantibus, qui mature abripiuntur; Opp. T. iii. p. 226-29 
and 3822 ss. He points out the corrective design of the 
punishments inflicted upon the wicked. Comp. Neander, 1. ὁ. 
Miunscher, Handbuch iv. p. 465. (Germanus, patriarch of Con- 
' stantinople in the ninth century, endeavoured to suppress these 
passages, see Miinscher |. 6.) Rupp p. 201. Gregory of Na- 
ztanzum entertained (Orat. xl. p. 665. Ullmann p. 505.) but 
faint hopes of a final remission of the punishments of hell (as 
DirnuvSoumérepoy καὶ τοῦ κολάζοντος ἐπαξίως.) te makes an oecasional 
allusion to the notion of Origen concerning an ἀποκατάστασις 
Orat. xxx. 6. p. 544.—Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia adopted these milder notions. (The passages may 
be found in Assemanni bibl. orient. T. i. p. 1. p. 223—24. 
Phot. bibl. cod. Ixxxi. p. 200. Mar. Mercator Opp. p. 346. ed. 
Balluzi.) Comp. Neander 1. c. p. 1409. Augustine (Enchirid. ὃ 
112.) and Jerome (ad Avit. Opp. T. ii. p. 103. ad Pammach. p. 112.) 
refer to these milder views which to some extent prevailed in 
the West. The language of Jerome shows that he was still 
under the influence of the system to which he formerly adhered, 
though it is in every respect contrary to the spirit of Origen, 
when he says (Comment. in Jes. c. lxvi.): Kt sicut diaboli et 
omnium negatorum et impiorum, qui dixerunt in corde suo: 
non est Deus, credimus eterna tormenta, sic peccatorum et 
impiorum et tamen [1] Christianorum, quorum opera in igne 
probanda sunt atque purganda, moderatam arbitramur et 
mixtam clementice sententiam. ‘“‘ This impious opinion, accord- 
ing to which all who were not Christians, were condemned to 
everlasting torments, but all slothful and immoral Christians 
lulled asleep in carnal security, could not fail to gain many 
friends.” Munscher, Handbuch, iv. p. 473. 

“> Augustine indeed firmly maintained the eternity of 
punishments; but as Pelagius had asserted at the synod of 
Diospolis: judicii iniquis et peccatoribus non esse parcendum, 
sed sternis eos ignibus esse exurendos, et si quis aliter credit, 
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Origenista est (comp. ὃ 141. note 3.) he urged milder principles 
in opposition to him (de gestis Pelagii c. 3. § 9—11) in accord- 
~ance with the highest principle: judicium sine misericordia 
fiet illi, qui non fecit misericordiam. (Comp. also what is 
said note 4.) 

_&) We might have expected that the milder disposition of 
Chrysostom would have induced him to adopt opinions more in 
accordance with those of his master Diodore of Tarsus; in 
Hom. 39. in ep. 1. ad Cor. Opp. x. p. 372. he alludes indeed to 
the opinion of those who endeavour to prove that 1 Cor. xv. 28. 
implies an ἀναΐρεσις τῆς κακίας, without refuting it. But his 
position in the church, and the general corruption of morals, 
compelled him to adopt more rigid views. Comp. in Theodori 
lapsum 1. c.—in epist. 1. ad Thessal. Hom. 8.: μὴ τῇ μελλήσει 
Tucaurswawersa ἑαυτούς" ὅταν yao πάντως δέῃ γενέσγαι, οὐδὲν ἡ μέλλησις 
ὠφελεῖ πόσος ὁ τρόμος ; πόσος ὁ φόβος τότε ; x. τ΄ A. in ep. 2. hom. 3. and 
other passages. (On the notions of Origen concerning this 
point, see § 78. 6.) 

©) Comp. the acts of the Synod of Constantinople (a. p. 544.) 
Can. xu. quoted by Mansi T. ix. p. 399. 


THIRD PERIOD. 


FROM JOHN DAMASCENUS TO THE AGE OF THE 
REFORMATION,—FROM THE YEAR 730—1517. 


THE AGE OF SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY 


(SCHOLASTICISM IN THE WIDEST SENSE OF THE 
WORD.) 


A. GENERAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE 
THIRD PERIOD. 


8. 143. 
CHARACTER OF THIS PERIOD. 


LEingelharat, Dogmengeschichte vol. ii, Miénscher, Lehrbuch der Dogmen- 
gesch. herausgegeben by von Colin, vol. 11. 


A yew period in the history of doctrines may be 
said to commence with the publication of the work of 
John Damascenus,() a Greek monk, inasmuch as from 
that time a greater desire was manifested, to arrange 
systematically, and to prove dialectically that which had 
been obtained by a series of conflicts. The structure of 
ecclesiastical doctrine was completed with the exception 
of a few parts, e. g. the doctrine of the sacraments. 
But its main pillars, viz. Theology and Christology, were 
firmly established by means of the decisions of councils 
held during the preceding period, and Augustinism had 
given (at least in the West) a definite character to 
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Anthropology, to the doctrine of salvation connected 
with it, and lastly, to the doctrine of the church. The 
merit of those theologians who still made the doctrine of 
the church the object of their study, consisted partly in 
the collection and completion of existing materials, partly 
in the endeavour to sift them, and partly in the effort 
made to prove dialectically particular points. Neverthe- 
less they were not devoid of originality and a spirit of 
vestigation. 


Q) The title of this work is: "Exdoog [ἔχϑεσις ἀκριβὴς τῆς 
ὀρ)οδόξου πίστεως (it forms properly speaking the third part of a 
greater work, entitled πηγὴ γνώσεως.) An edition of it was pub- 
lished by Mich. LeQuien. Par 1712. ii. fol.; see also his 
Dissertt. vii. Damascenice. Comp. Schréckh, Kirchengeschichte, 
vol. xx. p.222 ss.  Rdsler, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater vui. p. 
246—532. 

©) We found traces of a systematic treatment during the 
former two periods in the writings of Origen (περὶ ἀρχῶν), and of 
Augustine (Enchiridion and de doctrina christiana), but they 
were only traces. “ John Damascenus is undoubtedly the last 
of the theologians of the eastern church, and remains in later 
times the highest authority in the theological literature of the 
Greeks. HE MAY HIMSELF BE CONSIDERED AS THE STARTING- 
POINT OF THE SCHOLASTIC SYSTEM OF THE GREEK’ CHURCH, WHICH 
IS YET TOO LITTLE KNOWN. Dorner, Entwickelungsgeschichte 
der Christologie p. 113. (Tafel, Supplementa histor. eccles. 
Grecor. sec. xi. ΧΙ]. 1832. p. 8 ss. 9 ss.) On the importance of 
John Damascenus in relation to the West, see Dorner 1. c. 


8.144. 


THE RELATION OF THE SYSTEMATICAL TENDENCY TO THE 
APOLOGETICAL 


The labours of apologists, which had been of less im- 
portance even in the preceding period, were naturally 
limited to a still narrower circle during the present, since 
Christianity had become almost exclusively the religion 
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of the civilized world. It only remained to combat 
Mohammedanism and Judaism.@-) German and Sla- 
vonic paganism appeared in comparison with Christian 
civilization as a sort of barbarism, which was opposed 
not so much with the weapons of scientific discussion, as 
by the practical efforts of missionaries, and sometimes by 
physical force.@) But as Christian philosophers, espe- 
cially towards the close of the present period, raised 
doubts concerning the truth of revelation in a more or 
less open way, apologists were again compelled to enter 
the lists.@) 


() The Jews were combated in the ninth century among 
others by Agobard, archbishop of Lyons, in his works: de in- 
solentia Judsorum—de judaicis superstitionibus. Compare 
Schrockh, Kirchengesch. xxi, p. 300 ss. -Amulo (Amularius), 
archbishop of Lyons, in his treatise: contra Judzeos ; Schrockh, 
l.c. p. 810. In the eleventh and twelfth centuries they were 
opposed by Gislebert of Westminster ; he wrote: Disputatio 
Judeei cum Christiano de fide christiana, in Anselmi Cantuar. 
Opp. p. 512—523. Par. 1721. fol. Schrockh, xxv. p. 358; by 
Abelard in his work: dialogus inter Philos. Judeum et Chris- 
tianum (Rheinwald, Anecdota ad hist. eccles. pertinent. Berol. 
1835. T. 1.); by Rupert, abbot of Duytz: Annulus seu Dialo- 
gus Christiani et Judzei de fidei sacramentis. Schrockh, 1. ὁ. p. 
363 ss.; and by Richard of St. Victor, who wrote de Emmanuele 
libros duos, Schrockh, 1. ¢. p. 366 ss. In the thirteenth century 
they met with an opponent in the person of Raimund Martini, 
who composed the treatises: pugio fidei, capistrum Judeo- 
rum, Schrockh, |. ὁ. p. 69 ss. etc. The Monammepans -were 
combated by Luthymius Zigabenus (in the 24th chapter of his 
work entitled: πανοπλία,)} which was edited by Beurer in Frid. 
Sylburgii Saracenicis, Heidelb. 1595.8; Ratmund Martini in 
his treatise: pugio fidei. Schrockh xxv. p. 27 ss.; the venerable 
Peter of Clugny in his work: advers. nefandam sectam Sara- 
zenorum. (Martene Collect. amp]. monum. T. ix. p. 1121.), 
Schréckh, 1. ¢. p. 84. and xxvii. p. 245; and still later by 
| Aineas Sylvius (Pope Pius 11.) who wrote: Ep. 410. ad Ma. 
hom. If. Schrockh, xxxu. p. 291 ss. 
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©) Concerning this point compare the works on ecclesiastical 
history (the chapters on the spread of Christianity.) The same 
method was partly adopted with reference to the Jews and 
Mohammedans. 

©) Savonarola, Triumphus Crucis, de fidei veritate, 4 books, 
translated by Rudelbach (Hieronym. Savonarola, Hamb. 1835. 
p. 9/9 ss.) Marsilius Ficinus, de rel. Christ. et fidei pietate, . 
opuscul, see Schréckh, Kirchengesch. xxxiy. p. 343 ss. 


8 145. 


THE POLEMICS OF THIS PERIOD.—CONTROVERSIES WITH 
HERETICS. ; 


Engelhardt, Dogmengeschichte, vol. ii. ch. 3. p. 51 ss. 


The heresies which made their appearance during the 
present period, differed from former heretical tendencies 
in being opposed to the whole ecclesiastical system rather 
than to any particular doctrines. With regard to their 
doctrinal tenets they adopted for the most part the here- 
tical notions of the Gnostics and Manicheans, but some- 
times professed to return to the simple and unadulterated 
doctrine of the Gospel.(-) There were some few here- 
5165 of a doctrinal character, 6. g. the Adoptian heresy, 
or the theories of Gottschalk and of Berengar, as well as 
some bold assertions on the part of scholastic theologians 
(such as Roscelinus and Abelard), which gave rise to 
controversies within the church, and called forth deci- 
sions of synods.@-) It was not until the close of the pre- 
sent period, that struggles against the existing order of 
things prepared the way for a change in the religious 
views of the age, and thus introduced the period of the 
Reformation.@.) 


() To the heretical sects belong in the Hast the Paulicians 
(comp. § 85. note 4.) and the Bogomiles (concerning their doc- 
trinal tenets compare: Mich. Psellus, weg! ἐνεργείας δαιμόνων διάλ,, 
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ed. Hasenmiiller. Kil. 1688.—Euthym. Zigabenus, Panoplia P. 
11. tit. 23. Wolf, J. Ch, hist. Bogomilorum Dss. ii. vit. 1712. 4. 
“Engelhardt, kirchenh. Abhandlungen, Er]. 1832. No. 2.); in 
the West the Cathari (Leoniste), Manichwans (Paterini, Pub- 
licani, Bugri, boni homines), the followers of Peter of Bruis, 
and Henry of Lausanne (Petrobrusiani, Henriciani); and in 
later times, the Waldenses and Albigenses, the Turlupines, the 
Beghards, Beguines, Fraticelli, Spirituales, ete. Compare the 
works on ecclesiastical history, especially fisslin, Kirchen-und 
Ketzerhistorie der mittlern Zeiten. Frankfort and Leipzig 
1770 ss. 11. (The history of doctrines can consider these sects 
only in general.) Mosheim, de Beghardis et Beguinabus. Lips. 
1790. 8. 

°) Comp. the sections on Trinity, Christology, Predestina- 
tion, and the Lord’s Supper, in the special history of doctrines. 

(3) See the works on ecclesiastical history, and Plathe, Ges- 
chichte der Vorlaufer der Reformation. Leipz. 1835. 1.(comp. 
§ 155.) 


§ 146. 


THF GREEK CHURCH. 


“Ullmann, Nicolaus von Methone, Euthymius Zigabenus und Nicetas 
Choniates oder die dogmatische Enlwickelung der griechischen Kirche 
im 12ten Jahrhundert. (Studien und Kritiken 1833. part 3. p. 647 ss.} 


After the appearance of Augustine in the preceding 
period, the Greek church had ceased to be more im- 
portant than the western church in the dogmatic point 
of view ; in the present 1t made no further advance after 
the death of John Damascenus. The theologians who 
followed John Damascenus, such as Huthymius Ziga- 
benus,() Nicholas, bishop of Methone,@-) and Nicetas Cho- 
niates,3-) were but the shadows of former grandeur, and 
may be compared to the scholastic divines of the West. 
The principal doctrinal writers among the Chaldean 
Christians (the followers of Nestor), were bed Jesu,(4) 


—  - 
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among the Jacobites (Monophysites), Jacob, bishop of 
Tagritum,®) and Abulfaradsh.©) 


() Heis also called Zigadenus, and died after the year 1118, 
a monk at Constantinople. At the request of the Emperor 
Alexis Comnenus, he wrote his principal work: πανοπλία δογμα- 
σικὴ τῆς ὀρ)οδόξου πίστεως ἤτοι ὁπλοϑήκχη δογμάτων, see Schrockh, Kir- | 
chengesch. xxix. p. 332 ss. 573. and Ullmann, 1. 6. p. 19 ss. 
The original work was only once printed at Tergovisto, in Wal- 
lachia, in the year 1711. Comp. Fabric. Bibl. gr. vol. vii. p. 
461. There is a Latin translation of it by Pet. Franc. Zino, 
Venet. 1555. fol., which was reprinted in Maxima Bibl. PP. 
_Lugd T. xix. p. 1. ss.—He also composed exegetical treatises. 

©) Methone was a town in Messenia. Concerning his life 
little is known. Some maintain that he lived in the eleventh 
century, others assert with more probability that he lived in 
the twelfth; comp. Ullmann, 1. ὁ. p. 57. His principal work is 
the refutation of Proclus, a Platonic philosopher, entitled : 
᾿Ανάπτυξις τῆς ϑεολογικῆς στοιχειώσεως ἸΤρόχλου Πλατωνικοῦ: it was edited 
by Director Vemel, Frankf. am Main 1825. 8. To this must 
be added: Nicol. Meth. Anecdoti P. 1. et ii. 1825. 26. “ The 
work of Nicolas of Methone is undoubtedly among the best writ- 
ings of that time.” Ullmann, 1. 6. With regard to the history 
of doctrines his discussions on the atonement are of the great- 
est importance, (§ 179.) 

©) His-family name was Acominatus. He was called Cho- 
niates after his native town Chone (formerly Colosse) in Phrygia; 
he died after the year 1206.—Of his Θησαυρὸς ὀρ)οδοξίας in 27 
books, only the first five (and probably the most important) are 
known in the Latin translation of Morelli, published Par. 1569. 
8.; and reprinted in Max. Bibl. PP. T. xxv. p, 5488. This 
work was intended to complete the, Panoplia of Euthymius. 
Comp. Schrockh xxix. p. 338 ss. Ullmann, p. 30 ss. 

@) THe was bishop of Nisibis, and died a. p. 1518. Concern- 
ing his treatise: Margarita sive de vera fide, comp. Assemani 
Bibl. orient. T. ii. P.i. (An extract of it is given by Pfeifer, 
vol. i. p. 407.) 

©) He died a. p. 1231. Onhis work: Liber Thesaurorum see 
Assemani 1. c. 'T. 1. p. 287. (Pfeifer, vol. 1. p. 250.) 

“) He occupied the metropolitan see of Edessa, was also 
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called Barhebraeus, and died a. p. 1286. On his work: Can- 
delabrum Sanctorum de fundamentis see Assemanni l. ὁ. p. 284. 


§ 1477. 


THE WESTERN CHURCH. 


Bossuet, Kinleitung in die Allgemeine Geschichte der Welt bis auf Kaiser 
Karl den Grossen, iibersetzt und mit einem Anhange historisch-kritis- 
cher Abhandlungen vermehrt von J. A. Cramer, 7 vols. ch. 757—786. 


During the former two periods the western church 
was principally represented by the ecclesiastical writers 
of Gaul and Italy, as well as by the theologians of the 
African school. When the renown of the latter writers, 
as well as the glory of the Roman and Greck empires 
had passed away, a new system of Christian theology de- 
veloped itself among the Germanic nations. We have here 
to distinguish three leading periods: I. The age of the 
Carlovingians, inclusive of the periods before and after 
until the commencement of the scholastic period. 1. 
The age of Scholasticism proper (from the eleventh 
century to the middle of the fifteenth.) III. The pe- 
riod of transition to the Reformation Cthe fifteenth cen- 
tury, and especially the second half of it.) 


It is of course impossible to draw distinct lines of separation. 
Thus scholasticism is represented in the period mentioned as 
the first by John Scotus Erigena; the second period merges so 
gradually into the third, that for some time both tendencies 
(the scholastic, which was fast disappearing, and that which 
manifested itself in the writings of the Reformers) accompanied 
each other. 


THE AGE OF THE CARLOVINGIANS, 907 


8. 148, 


THE AGE OF THE CARLOVINGIANS. 


“tStaudenmaier, Johann Scotus Erigena und die Wissenschaft seiner Zeit. 
First Part, Frankfort am Main 1834. 


The collection of sentences composed by Isidore of 
Sevilla, and others of similar import,-) presented 
the rough material, while the schools and colleges found- 
ed by Charlemagne contributed to call forth spiritual ac- 
tivity. The venerable Bede,?) and Alcuin?) were dis- 
tinguished for the clearness of their views among the 
number of those who exerted more or less influence upon 
the age of the Carlovingians, though they did not go so 
far as to set forth any connected system of theology. 
Claudius, bishop of Turin,*) and Agobard, archbishop of 
Lyons,@-) also exerted a greater influence by arousing 
the minds of the people, and promoting practical reforms, 
than by investigations of a strictly doctrinal character. 
It was only the ecclesiastical controversies of the age 
which called forth a more distinct display of theological 
ingenuity.(6) John Scotus Hrigena however shone as a 
bright star in the theological firmament. Being possess- 
ed of high spiritual originality, he endeavoured, after the 
manner of Origen, to demonstrate theology in a philoso- 
phical manner, but his speculative tendency led him at 
the same.time into dangerous errors. 


“) Comp. ὃ 82. note 30. In addition to Isidore we may men- 
tion as compilers of the seventh century: Z'ajo of Saragossa, 
who lived about the year 650, and Ildefonsius of Toledo, who 
lived between a. p. 659. and 669. Comp. Miinscher ed. by von 
Colln. 11. p 5. 

‘- He was born about the year 672., and died a. p. 735., in 
Kngland. Ue is celebrated as a historian, and by his efforts 
for the promotion of education among the clergy. Ifis com- 
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mentaries, sermons, and epistles, contain much that is of impor- 
tance in the history of doctrines. Schrockh Kirchengesch. xx. 
p- 126 ss. Allgemeine Encyclopedie viii. p. 308—12. His 
works were published Paris 1544. 1554. Bas. 1563. Colon, 1612. 
1688. viii. fol. 

6) He is also known by the names Flaccus Albinus, and 
Alschwinus; he was born in the county of York, became tutor 
of Charlemagne, and died a. p. 804. His work entitled: de 
fide sanctz et individu Trinitatis in 3 books, contains a com- 
plete system of theology. Comp. Bossuet, transl. by Cramer, 
vol. v. sect. 2. p. 552—59. Concerning the part which he took 
in the Adoptian controversy, etc. see the special history of doc- 
trines. Comp. Alcuins Leben von fF. Lorenz. Halle 1829. 8. 
Schrockh, Kirchengesch. xix. Ὁ. 77 ss. 419 ss. xx. p 119 85. 
217 ss. 348. 585 ss. Neander, Kirchengesch. ui. p. 154. and 
elsewhere. His works were published by J. Frobenius, Ratisb. 
1777. ii. fol. 

(4) He was a native of Spain (perhaps a disciple of Felix of 
Urgella), adopted the doctrinal tenets of Augustine, was a 
teacher during the reign of Lewis the Pious, and died a. p. 840. 
His commentaries contain much dogmatical matter. Comp. 
Schrockh 1. 6. xxiii. p. 281. Neander, 1. ὁ. iv. p. 325 ss. 

©) He was born a. p. 779. and died a. p. 840. He opposed, 
like Claude, many of the superstitions of the age. Concerning 
his polemical writings againstthe Jews, see §44; on his re- 
futation of Felix of Urgella, comp. the special history of doc- 
trines. Comp. also Schrockh, 1. c. xxii. p. 249. Neander, 1. c. 
iv. p. 822—24. His works were published Par. 1605. 8. 

(6) This was the case with Rabanus Maurus, Paschasius Rad- 
bert, Ratramnus, Servatus Lupus, Hinkmar of Rheims, Florus 
Magister, Fredegis of Tours, and others in the controversies 
concerning predestination, the Lord’s Supper, etc. On their 
writings see the works on ecclesiastical history, and Munscher 
edit. by von Colln, ii. p. 6 and 7. 

(1) He was also called Scotigena, lived at the court of Charles 
the Bald, and died after the year 877. Comp. Hiort, Scotus 
Erigena oder von dem Ursprung einer christlichen Philosophie 
Kopenh. 1823. ὃ, Schrockh, 1. ὁ. xxi. p. 208 ss. xxii. 481—84. 
Neander, iv. p. 388 ss. Staudenmaier, 1. 6. and his essay: 
Lehre des Joh. Scot. Erig. tber das menschl. Erkennen, mit 
Rucksicht auf einschlagige Theorien fruhcrer und spaterer Zeit, 


sy) 
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in the Freiburger Zeitschr. fiir Theol. iii. 2, *Frommiiller, die 
Lehre des Joh. Scot. Erigena vom Wesen des Busen. Tub. 
Zeitschr. fur Theol. 1830. part i. p. 49. ss. part 3. p. 74 ss. 
His principal writings are: Dialogus de divisione nature lib. 
v- ed. *Th. Gale. Oxon 1681.—de pradestinatione Dei—Of 
his edition of Pseudo-Dionysius: Opera S. Dionysii latine versa, 
only the hierarchia ccelestis is extant in the first volume of the 
works of Hugo of St. Victor. “ His profound views concerning 
the Divine omnipresence and universal revelation, and his opi- 
nions on philosophy and religion, which he regarded only as diffe- 
rent manvfestations of the same spirit, are unequalled, and assign 
to him so high a place above the times in which he lived, that he 
was not condemned by the church until the thirteenth century.” 
(Hase.) 


§ 149. 


SCHOLASTICISM IN GENERAL. 


* Bulai historia Universitatis Parisiensis. Par. 1665—73. vi. fol. Semies, 
Einl. in die dogmatische Gottesgelehrsamkeit (vor Baumgartens evan- 
gelischer Glaubenslehre, vol. i. p. 16 ss.) Brucker, historia Philosophie 
Tom. iii. * Tennemann, Geschichte der Philosophie vol. viii. and ix. 
* Hegel, Geschichte der Philosophie. Vol. ii. Part 2. Cramer, 1. c. 
vol. 5. Engelhardt, Dogmengeschichte, p. 14 ss. Baur, Lehre von der 
VersOhnung, p. 142 ss. [Hampden, R. D., the Scholastic Philosophy 
considered in its relation to Christian Theology, in a course of Lectures 
delivered at the Bampton Lecture. London 1837.] _.. 

The exceedingly bold attempts of Scotus Erigena to 
effect a union between philosophy and theology, remain- 
ed for some time without imitators, till the efforts of later 
theologians in the same direction, though in a less free 
spirit, led to what is commonly called Scholasticism.C) 
The scholastic divines had not, like the theologians of the 
earlier Alexandrian school, to trace the philosophical 
ideas that lay at the basis of that new and vigorous form 
of religion (Christianity ), for the systematical develope- 
ment of which little had been done. On the contrary, 
it was their task to lay the foundation of a system of mo- 
dern Christian philosophy, or a system of doctrimes 
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which had been handed down from antiquity in a partial- 
ly corrupt form.@:) But in the absence of an independ- 
ent philosophical system they had again recourse to an- 
cient philosophy, and formed an alliance with Aristote- 
lianism,@-) quite as unnatural as that, which former theolo- 
gians had formed with Platonism. Their philosophical 
inquiries had more regard to form, than to matter, and 
were of a dialectic rather than of a speculative kind. 
Hence they were not so much exposed to the danger of 
letting loose their imagination, and entering upon vague 
and indefinite ἐδ ἜΠΗ (like the ἀπο αν (4.) as to 
the adoption of narrow views, and to the danger of wast- 
ing their energies upon trifles and minutie. Thus a re- 
fined and subtle philosophy gradually brought about the 
downfall of scholasticism. On the other hand, it may be 
observed, that the endeavours of theologians to arrive at 
precise theological definitions, their scientific treatment 
of the doctrines, and the noble confidence which they 
displayed in the reasonableness of Christianity (notwith- 
standing existing prejudices ), constituted the favourable 
aspect and the merit of scholasticism.@-) 


Ὁ On the appellations Scholasticism, etc. see du Fresne, p. 
739. The derivation of the term in question however is not 
etymological, but historical. Comp. Schleiermacher, Kirchen- 
eset p. 466 ss. 

’ During the preceding period Casstodore had given a sum- 
mary of ΠΣ dialectics of Aristotle, and Boéthius had translated 
a part of his work entitled Organon. But it was not until the pre- 
sent period that theologians became more generally acquainted 
_ with Aristotelianism, see § 151. Platonism, on the other hand, 
forms as it were the morning and the evening of the philosophy 
of the middle-ages; the one is represented ἣν Scotus Erigena, 
the other by Marsilius Ficinus and others. 

(8) « Scholasticism is the progress of the church towards a 
school, or as Hegel expresses tt, though in other words : the Fa- 
thers have made the church, because the mind once developed re- 
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quired a developed doctrine; in after ages there were no more 
patres ecclesie, but doctores. The theologians of the primitive 
church had to create the material, or to expound that which was 
expressed in its simplest and most direct form in the Christian 
dogma ; they had further to set forth this material im distinct 
doctrines and formule, to present it to the religious world, and 
to procure tts general adoption. Scholasticism, on the contrary, 
presupposed all this. The material and the contents were given ; 
ἐξ became now the task of theologians to effect a reunion between 
that which, having acquired the nature of an object (in relation 
to the mind), had been subsequently separated from tt, and the 
mind itself—a union such as would constitute a subjective 
unity.” Baur, Verschnungslehre, p. 147. 48. Comp Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Lehrbuch i. p. 445. Hegel, Geschichte der 
Philosophie, vol. i. p. 138. 

(4) « Those who compare the systems of Christian theologians 
with those of the gnostics, for the most part forget that the sys- 
tems of the latter are not founded upon philosophical reasoning, 
but upon the fancies of tmagintion.” Staudenmaier, Erigena, 
p. 370. 

6) As early as the time of Semler complaints were made of 
the unjust treatment which the scholastic divines had to suffer ; 
Semler himself says: ‘“* The poor scholastict have been too much 
despised, and that frequently by people, who would not have been 
good enough to be their transcribers.’ And Luther himself 
wrote to Staupitz, though he contributed much to the downfall 
of scholasticism: Ego Scholasticos cum judicio, non clausis 
oculis lego......Non rejicio omnia eorum, sed nec omnia probo, 
see de Wette, i. p. 102. Comp. also Méhlers Schriften und 
Aufsatze. vol. 1. Ὁ. 129 ss. Ullmann (Joh. Wessel. p. 12.) calls 
the scholastic theology: “in its commencement a truly scientific 
advance upon the past, in its entire course a great dialectic pre- 
paratory school of Christianity in the West, in its completion a 
grand, and highly finished production of the human mind.” 
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8 150. 
THE PRINCIPAL SCHOLASTIC SYSTEMS. 


a. 1. Period of Scholasticism to the time of Peter 
; Lombard. 


Scholasticism took its rise in the monastic schools 
founded by Charlemagne and his successors. It was 
principally cultivated in the monastery called Bec in 
Normandy, where Lanfrane was a teacher.) His dis- 
ciple, Anselm of Canterbury, setting out from belief in 
the positive creed of the church, sought to attain the 
elevation of philosophical knowledge, as is manifest from 
his theory of satisfaction, no less than from his proof of 
the existence of God.@) His views on those points, as 
well as on the reality of general ideas, were opposed by 
Roscelinus,) and Peter Abelard,@.) the former of whom 
rested faith (in opposition to the theory of Anselm) on 
the evidence of perception, while the latter defended 
nominalism in opposition to realism. Hildebert a Lavar- 
dino (first bishop of Mans, and afterwards archbishop 
of Tours, )©) adhered, like Anselm, with whom he was 
contemporary, to the positive creed of the church. Gil- 
bert of Poitiers, on the contrary, was (like Roscelinus 
and Abelard) charged with heterodoxy.)—A_ peculiar 
tendency which connected mysticism with scholasticism, 
manifested itself in the writings of William of Cham- 
peaua,7) the tutor of Abelard, as well as in those of 
Hugo of St. Victor,®) and Richard of St. Victor.2-) After 
Robert Pulleyn and other theologians beside those already 
named had endeavoured to prove philosophically the 
doctrine of the church,(°) Peter Lombard (who lived 
in the twelfth century) collected the existing materials 
in his “ Sentences,’ and by his peculiar mode of treat- 
ment gave rise to that stiff and heavy method which was 
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for a considerable time adopted by theologians in gene- 
rl ey, 


(1) He died a. p. 1089. He came into notice principally by 
his controversy with Berengar, as will be more fully shown in 
the special history of doctrines. His works were published by 
d’Achery, Paris 1648 fol. Comp. Mohler, gesammelte Schriften 
und Aufsatze. Regensburg 1839. i. p. 39.—On the foundation 
of the monastery Bec, comp. Mohler, 1. ὁ. 

©) We was born at Aosta in Piedmont about the year 1034 
occupied the see of Canterbury from the year 1093 (whence he 
is called Cantuwariensis), and died a. ἢ. 1109. Of his philoso- 
phical writings the most important is the work entitled : Mono- 
logium et Prologium (it contains a proof of the existence of God, 
and the doctrine of the Trinity.) Extracts from it are given by 
Cramer v. 2. p. 341—372. Among his theological works we 
may mention: de casu Diaboli, but especially the treatise : Cur 
Deus homo ? lib. 11. (which contains a theory of the incarnation 
of Christ, and the redemption of man.) In addition to these 
works he wrote: de conceptu virginali et originali peccato, de 
libero arbitrio, de concordia preescientiz et preedestinationis nec 
non gratiz Dei cum libero arbitrio etc.—Opp. ed. *Gabr. Ger- 
beron. Par. 1675 f. 1721. u. f. (Ven. 1744.) A manual edition of 
the treatise : Cur Deus homo, was published by Heyder, Erl. 
1834. 8. Concerning his life and works comp. * + Adéhler, ge- 
sammelte Schriften und Aufsatze. Regensb. 1839. 1. p. 32 88. ; 
on his doctrines comp. Mohler, 1. 6. p.129 ss.— Billroth, 1. σ΄. F. 
de Anselmi Cantuariensis Proslogio et Monologio. Lips. 
1832. 8. 

(8) He is also called Rucelinus or Ruzelin; he was born in 
Lower Brittany, and was canon at Compiégne in the eleventh 
century. He is commonly regarded as the founder of the 
nominalists ; see Chladenii Diss. hist. eccles. de vita et hseresi 
Roscelini. Erl. 1756. 4. On the contrast between nominalism 
and realism, which is more fully discussed in works on the 
history of philosophy, see: Baumgarten-Crusius, de vero Scho- 
lasticorum Realium et Nominalium discrimine et sententia 
theologica. Jen. 1821. 4. Engelhardt, Dogmengeschichte p. 
16. 17. This contrast was not without some importance for 
theology, as will be more particularly seen in the doctrine of 
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the Trinity. The part which theologians took in the work of 
reformation (e. g. in the times of Huss), depended, generally 
speaking, more or less on the views which they adopted with 
regard to either of the said systems. 

(4) He was born a. ἢ. 1079 at Palais near Nantes. Concerning 
the history of his eventful life, see Bayle, Dictionnaire, 
Gervaise, Berington, Schlosser and others; Neander der 
heilige Bernhard p. 112 8s. His works were published: Opp. 
Abalardi et Heloise, ed. Andr. Quercetanus (Duchesne) Par. 
1616. 4. they contain: de fide S. Trinitatis s. Introductio ad 
Theologiam in 3 libros divisa.—His Libri V. Theclogiz 
Christian were first edited by Edm. Marténe, Thesaur. Anecd. 
T. vy. Concerning his Dialogus, see ὃ 144. note 1. The un- 
published works of Abelard were edited by Cousin in the Col- 
lection de documents inédits sur Vhistoire de France, publiés 
par ordre du Roi et par les soins du ministre de Vinstruction 
publique. Deuxiéme série: Ouvrages inédits d’Abélard, pour 
servir a Vhistoire de la philosophie scolastique en France. Paris 
1836. 4. Comp. also: Lewald, Ε΄. A.: Commentatio de operibus 
Petri Abzlardi, que e codicibus manuscriptis Victor Cousin 
edidit. (Heidelb. 1839. 4.) The judgment of Cousin concerning 
Abelard is as follows: “As St. Bernard represents the con- 
servative spirit and Christian orthodoxy no less by his faults 
and the narrowness of his views, than by his admirable good 
sense, his depth without subtilty, and his pathetic eloquence, so 
Abelard and his school represent in some sense the liberal and 
innovating spirit of the time, with its frequently deceitful promises, 
and the unavoidable mixture of good and evil, of sobriety and 
extravagance.’’—Comp.also Franck, ein Beitrag zur Wurdigung 
Abalards, in the Tubinger Zeitschrift 1840. 4. p. 4. 

6) He was born either a. p. 1055 or 57, and died a. p. 1134, 
Though a disciple of Berengar, he did not adopt all his views. 
He was bishop of Mans from the year 1097, and raised to the 
archiepiscopal dignity a. p. 1125. For some time he was 
thought to be the author of the Tractatus theol., which modern 
researches have assigned to Hugo of St. Victor (see note 8.) 
Comp. Liebner in the theolog. Studien und Kritiken 1831. part 
2. p. 254 8s.—His opinions on the Lord’s Supper are also of im- 
portance, as will be seen in the special history of doctrines, 

- ©) He was also called Porretanus or Porseta, and died a. p. 
1154. Concerning his hfe and works comp. Otto Fresing. de 
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gestis Friderici Lib. 1. c. 46. 50—57. Cramer vi. p. 530-552. 
His principal opponent was St. Bernard, abbot of Clairval 
(Clairvaux), who had also combated Roscelinus and Abelard. 
See Neander, der heilige Bernhard p. 217 ss. 

@) Guilelmus de Campellis; he died a. p. 1121. He wasthe 
founder of the school of St. Victor in one of the suburbs of 
Paris (A. D. 1109), from which, generally speaking, the mystical 
scholastics came. Jtespecting his person and dialectics see 
Schlosser, Abhandlung iiber den Gang der Studien in Frankreich, 
vorziglich von der Schule zu St. Victor, in his Vincenz von 
Beauvais. Frankfurt a. m. 1819. vol. 2. p. 35. and the edition of 
Abelard’s works by Cousin, and comp. also Engelhardt in the 
work mentioned note 9. p. 308 ss. 

®) According to Pagi he died a. Ὁ. 1140., according to others 
A.D. 1141. He was earl of Blankenburg, canon of St. Victor 
(alter Augustinus, lingua Augustini, Didascalus), and a friend of 
St. Bernard. Comp. *Ziebner, A. Hugo von St. Victor und die 
theologischen Richtungen seiner Zeit. Leipz. 1832. 8. Opp. ex 
rec. Canonicorum Regularium 8. Victoris Paris. Rotomagi 1648. 
ii. f. His most important work is: de sacramentis christiane 
fidei libri duo, T. iii. p. 487—712. Extracts from it are given 
by Cramer vi. p. 791—848. 

(2) Magnus Contemplator! He was a native of Scotland, and 
died a.p.1173. Comp. *Hngelhardt, Richard von 8. Victor und 
Johannes Ruysbroek, zur Geschichte der myst. Theol. 0]. 1838. 
Opp. studio Canonicorum 8. Victoris. Rotomagi 1650, s. 

10) He was cardinal, and died between the years 1144 and 
1150. He wrote: Sententiar. libr. vi., published by Mathoud, 
Par. 1655. fol: Comp. Cramer 1. 6. vi. p. 442—529, 

(1) Magister Sententiarum. He was born at Novara, raised 
to the episcopal see of Paris in the year 1159., and died 4a. p. 
1164. His work: Sententiarum libri iv. was edited by J. Aleaume, 
Venet.1477. Louvain 1546. “ It was not so much on account of the 
ingenuity and depth displayed in the work in question, as in 
consequence of the position which its author occupied in the 
church, of his success in removing contrasts, and of ἐΐ8. general 
perspicuity, that it became the manual of the twelfth century, 
and the model of the subsequent one.” Hase. Aspecimen of his 
method is given by Semler in his introduction to Baumgarten’s 
Glaubenslehre, vol. i. p. 81 ss- Heinrich, Geschichte der 
dogmatischen Lehrarten p. 145 ss. The first book treats: de 
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mysterio Trinitatis s. de Deo uno et trino; the second: de 
rerum corporalium et spiritualium creatione et formatione 
aliisque pluribus eo pertinentibus; the third: de incarnatione 
verbi aliisque ad hoc spectantibus; and the fourth: de sacra- 
mentis et signis sacramentalibus. Comp. Engelhardt, Dogmen- 
geschichte p. 22.—“ The period of systematizing scholasticism, 
and of endless commenting on the sentences of the masters com- 
mences with Peter Lombard. This period is at the same time 
the one in which there was no end of questioning and answering, 
of laying down theses and antitheses, arguments and counter- 
arguments, of dividing and splitting up the matter of the doctrines 
ad infinitum” Baur. 1. ὁ. p. 214, 


§ 151. 
b. 11. Period to the End of the Thirteenth Century. 


The dogmatical works of Robert of Melun®.) (Folioth) 
and Alanus of Ryssel?@) (ab Insulis) appeared about the 
same time, while Peter of Poitiers,@) a disciple of Peter 
Lombard, followed in the steps of his master. But their 
opinions also met with opposition, especially on the part 
of Walter of St. Victor,4) and John of Salisbury.©-) 
Nevertheless scholasticism gained ground, partly in con- 
sequence of external contingencies. In the first place, 
the orders of the mendicant friars acquired a greater in- 
fluence over the philosophical and theological studies 
pursued in the universities. And, secondly, by means of 
that more extensive intercourse with the East, which 
followed the crusades, the western theologians, from the 
thirteenth century onwards, became acquainted with a 
more complete edition of the works of Aristotle, which 
had been translated and commented on by the Arabs, and 
exerted from that time a still more decided influence upon 
their systems.) The works called “ Sums,” the first of 
which was composed by Alexander Hales,7) now oc- 
cupied the place of the “Sentences.” Albert the Great 
wrote the first complete commentary on the works of 
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Aristotle.@-) But when scholasticism had reached its 
height towards the close of the thirteenth century, a 
division breke out between the different schools, which 
continued to exist as long as the system itself. he 
leader of the one of these schools was Thomas Aquinas, 
a Dominican monk, the leader of the other was his op- 
ponent, John Duns Scotus,“%) a Franciscan monk. The 
scholastic disputes were connected with the jealousies of 
the religious orders; but even in the present period the 
mystical tendency was sometimes united with the 
scholastic, as in the case of John of EMdanza) 
(Bonaventura), a Franciscan monk. 

(“.) He was bishop of Hereford from the year 1164, and died 
4.D. 1195. He composed a Summa Theologie (hitherto unpub- 
lished); comp. Buleeus 1. ὁ. T. 1. 264. 585 ss. 772. 73. Cramer 1. 6. 
vi. p. 553—586. 

®) He was called Doctor universalis, and died a. p. 1203. 
He belonged to the speculative school of Anselm, and com- 
posed the following works: Summa quadripartita de fide catho- 
lica (a controversial writing, in which he opposed the Albigen- 
ses, Waldenses, Jews, and Mohammedans.)—Libri V. de arte s. 
articulis catholics fidei, edited by Pez. Thesaur. anecd. noviss. 
T.1. p. i. p. 475—504. (an abridgment of it is given by Cramer, 
vy. 2. p. 445—459.) and Regule theologice. See Schleier- 
macher, Kirchengeschichte p. 527 ss. 

&) He died a. p. 1205. His Libri V. Sententiarum were 
edited by Mathoud. Paris 1655. fol. together with the sentences 
of Pulleyn (see ὃ 150. note 10.) Comp. Cramer vi. p. 754—790. 

(4) He lived about the year 1180. and wrote: Libri lV. contra 
manifestas et damnatas etiam in Conciliis hereses, quas Sophistez 
Abeelardus, Lombardus, Petrus Pietavinus et Gilbertus Porre- 
tanus, quatuor Labyrinthi Galliz, uno spiritu Aristotelico efilati, 
libris sententiarum suarum acuunt, limant, roborant. Extracts 
from this work (hitherto unpublished) are given by Bulzus, 1. c. 
T. ii. p. 629—660. r 

©) Sarisberiensis ; he was bishop of Chartres from the year 
1176, and died a. p. 1182. - About the year 1156 he addressed 
to Thomas Becket: Policraticus, sive de nugis curialium et ves- 
tigiis philosophorum libri viii, This work was followed by 
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Metalogici libri iv. published Lugd. Bat. 1639.8. Amst. 1664. 
8.—Epistole cecil. (which were written from 1155—1180.) ed. 
Papirius Masson. Par. 1611. 4. Comp. Bibl. Patr. max. Lugd. 
T. xxii. Schleiermacher, 1. c. p. 527. 

) Notwithstanding ecclesiastical prohibitions, the study of 
Aristotle gained gradually ground. On the historical develope- 
ment of these studies see Jourdain, Amad. Recherches critiques 
sur l’age et Vorigine des traductions latines d’Aristote, et sur 
les commentaires grecs ou arabes, employés par les docteurs 
scholastiques. Par. 1819. 8. and the works on the history of 
Philosophy. ‘Tennemann viii. p. 353. 

7) Alexander Alesius; he was called Doctor irrefragabilis, 
and died a. p. 1245. He was the first theologian who made a 
general use of the Aristotelian philosophy. His work entitled : 
Summa universe Theologiz (divided into quzstiones, membra, 
and articuli), was edited after his death by Guilelmus de Meli- 
tona about the year 1252. by order of Pope Innocent IV. Other 
editions are that of Venice 1576. of Colon. 1622. iv. fol. Ex- 
tracts from it are given by Semler, ]. c. p. 120 ss. Cramer vii. p. 
161 ss. Heinrich p. 208 ss. Comp. Schleiermacher p. 531. 32. 

(8) He was the most learned of all the scholastics, a native 
of Suabia, taught at Paris and Cologne, was bishop of Re- 
gensberg, and died at Cologne 1280. Opp. ed. Petrus Jammy, 
Ord. Pred. Lugd. 1651. xxi. T. fol. Among his numerous 
works we mention his Commentaries on Aristotle and Peter 
Lombard, as well as his Summa theol. (ex edit. Basil. 1507. ii.) 

() He is known by the name Doctor angelicus; he was born 
A. D. 1224, in the kingdom of Naples, taught at Paris, Rome, 
Bologna, and Pisa, and died a. ἢ. 1274, on his journey to the 
council of Lyons. He was canonized by Pope John XXII. a. Ὁ. 
1323. His principal works are: Commentarii in libros iv. Sen- 
tentiar. Petri Lombardi ὁ. notis J. Nicolai Par. 1659. iv. fel.— 
Summa totius theologie in 3 partes distributa. Extracts from 
these works are given by Semler, |. ὁ. p. 588s. Cramer, vu. p. 
Ῥ. 161 ss. Heinrich. p. 219 ss. Schrockh xxix. p. 71—196. Opp. 
omnia. Rome 1572. xvii. fol. Antverp. 1575. Venet. 1745. xx. fol. 
For further particulars see Minscher edit. by von Colln, ii. p. 19. 

(10) Duns Scotus, surnamed Doctor subtilis, was born at Duns- 
ton in Northumberland, lectured on theology at Oxford from 
the year 1301, at Paris from the year 1304, and died at Cologne 
A. pv. 1808. He introduced a number of barbarous technical 
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terms, such as quidditates, haecceitates, incircumscriptibilitates, 
etc., and was thus the originator of all the scholastic subtilties. 
His complete works were edited by Luc. Wadding, Lugd. 1639. 
xu. fol. His principal work is: Quodlibeta et Commentaria in 
libros iv. sententiarum. To this may be added: Questiones 
quodlibeticee. Comp. Semler 1]. ὁ. p. 68—73. Cramer vii. p. 
295—308. Heinrich, p. 226 ss. Schrockh xxix. p. 237 ss. 

(1) John of Fidanza, surnamed Doctor seraphicus, and called 
Eutychius, or Eustachius by the Greeks, was Doctor Theol. 
Parisiensis and Prepositus generalis of the order of the Fran- 
ciscans, died a. p. 1274 as cardinal, and was canonized a. Ὁ, 
1482 by Pope Sixtus [V.—Opp. Rome 1588—96. vii. f. Mogunt. 
1609...His principal works are: Commentarius in libros iv. Sen- 
tentiarum, Breviloquium, Centiloquium. He is also said to be 
the author of the work entitled: Compendium theologice veri- 
tatis (de natura Dei.) He wrote several mystical tracts: Spe- 
culum anime, Itinerarium mentis in Deum—de reductione ar- 
tium ad Theologiam. Comp. Semler 1. ὁ. p. 52—58. Heinrich, 
p. 214 ss. 


§ 152. 


ὁ. 111. PERIOD.— The decline of Scholasticism in the Four- 
teenth and Fifteenth Centuries. 


During the last period of scholasticism, which was now 
on the decline, we meet with but few independent think- 
ers, among whom the most distinguished were Durand 
of St. Pourgain,) Raimund of Sabunde,?) and Walliam 
Ocham,@.) a nominalistic sceptic. Gabriel Biel,(4) a dis- 
ciple of the last mentioned, but possessed of less origina- 
lity than his master, was the last of the scholastic divines, 
though the corrupt tendency of scholasticism itself con- 
tinued to exist, and called forth a stronger desire for an 
entire reformation in theology.C) 


(1) Durandus de Sancto Portiano (a village in the diocese of 
Clermont,) surnamed Doctor resolutissimus, was from the year 
1312 professor of theology at the university of Paris, and after- 
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wards bishop of Annecy and of Meaux. He wrote: Opus super 
sententias Lombardi Par. 1508. Venet. 1571 fol. (it is now 
scarce.) —Though a Dominican monk, he ventured to oppose 
Thomas, on which account he was looked upon as an apostate 
by the genuine followers of Thomas; see Cramer vol. vii. p. 
801 ss. 

(2) He was teacher at Toulouse about the year 1436, and 
composed a work on natural theology under the title: Liber 
creaturarum, seu Theol, naturalis. Argent. 1496 fol. οὗ, 1635. 
8. It was republished in a somewhat altered form by Amos 
Comenius under the title: Oculus fidei. Amst. 1661. 8. Comp. 
Montaigne, Essais L. 11. ¢. 12. 

(8) Ockam died a. p. 1347. Though a Franciscan monk, he 
differed from Duns Scotus, as Durand did from Thomas: in both 
these cases therefore the strict connection before spoken of be- 
tween the spirit of the order, and the spirit of the school, is 
destroyed. Ockam took an independent position even in oppo- 
sition to the Popes (John XXII.), by defending the doctrine of 
the poverty of Christ; on this point see the works on ecclesias- 
tical history. Respecting his merits as a scholastic divine, he 
brought nominalism again into repute. Of his works the fol- 
lowing are dogmatical: Compendium errorum Joh. XXII., in 
Goldast. monarchia. Han. 1612. p. 957. Quodlibeta vii. Tract. 
de sacramento altaris—Centiloquium theologicum (the last of 
which in particular contains a great many subtilties.) See Cra- 
mer vil. p. 812 ss. On his ironical scepticism, which he knew 
how to conceal under the mask of the most rigid orthodoxy, see 
Rettberg in the Studien. und Kritiken 1839. 1. His works 
abound with absurd questions, (such as those mentioned in note 
5.) Comp. Rettberg, p. 80 

“.) He was born at Spire, was professor of philosophy and 
theology at Tubingen, and died a. p. 1495.—He wrote :—Col- 
lectorium 5. Epitome ex Guilelmo Occam in iy. libros Magistri 
sententiarum ed. Wend. Steinbach. Tub. 1502. 1. f. Biel was 
followed by Antoninus Florentinus and Paul Cortesius, see 
Munscher ed. by von Colln, p. 30. Cajetan, Eck and others, 
who lived at the time of Luther, were also perfect scholastics. 

©) Thus it was asked: Num possibilis propositio, Pater Deus 
odit filium? Num Deus potuerit suppositare mulierem, num 
diabolum, num asinum, num cucurbitam, num silicem? Tum 
quemadmodum cucurbita fuerit concionatura, editura miracula, 
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figenda cruci? Εὖ quid consecrasset Petrus, si consecrasset eo 
“tempore, quo corpus Christi pendebat in cruce ?...Sunt innu- 
merabiles λεστολεσχίαι his quoque multo subtiliores, de instanti- 
bus, de notionibus, de relationibus, de formalitatibus, de quid- 
_ ditatibus, de eccéitatibus, quas nemo possit oculis assequi, nisi 
tam Lynceus, ut ea quoque per altissimas tenebras videat, que 
nusquam sunt. Hrasmi stultitie laus Bas. 1676. Ὁ. 141 ss. and in 
| Annotation. in 1 Tim. 1. 6. ete. Comp. Ad. Muller, Erasmus, p. 
155. and Gieseler 1. ¢. ii. § 144. note g. Respecting the decline 
_ of scholasticism Luther wrote to John Lange at Erfurt: Aris- 
_ toteles descendit paulatim, inclinatus ad ruimam prope futuram 
-sempiternam: mire fastidiuntur lectiones sententiarise, nec est 
ut quis sibi auditores sperare possit, nisi theologiam hane, i. 6. 
| Bibliam aut S. Augustinum aliumve ecclesiastics auctoritatis doc- 
_torem velit profiteri. The letter in question is reprinted in de 
_ Wette’s Collection I. No. 34. p. 57. Comp. the sixtieth letter 
(addressed to Staupitz) p..102. 


§ 153. 


= 


MYSTICISM. 


*Schmid, H., der Mysticismus des Mittelalters in seiner Entstehungspe- 
riode, Jena 1824.— Schmidt, Charles, Essai sur les mystiques du qua- 
torziéme siécle. Strasburg 1836. 4. [Helfferich, die Geschichte der 
christlichen Mystic in ihrer Entwickelung und in ihren Denkmalen. 2 
vols. Hamb. 1843.] 


The influence of scholasticism was beneficially coun- 
 terbalanced by mysticism, which in effusions of the heart 
rich indeed, though at times indistinct, restored to theo- 
logy those vital streams of which it had been deprived by 
the all-absorbing influence of dialectic philosophy. Theo- 
logians whose tendency was of a positive kind, such as 
Bernard of Clairval, had before this asserted the impor- 
tance of a pious disposition, holding fast the orthodox 
faith, and of a devout turn of mind, in opposition to a spe- 
culative tendency.) Some of the scholastic divines 
themselves had endeavoured to reconcile the claims of a 


412 THE AGE OF SCHOLASTICISM. 


pious mind with the demands made by the scientific de- 
velopement of the age, on which account they are com- 
monly called either mystical scholastics, or dialectical 
mystics.?) But about the time of the decline of the 
scholastic philosophy mysticism made its appearance ina 
much more vigorous and independent form, though un- 
der very different aspects. As had been the case with 
the scholastics, so some of the mystics adhered more 
closely to the doctrine of the church, while others, de- 
parting from it, adopted heretical notions.@-) Respect- 
ing the scientific treatment of mysticism it may be said, 
that one class of its advocates manifested a more philo- 
sophical turn of mind, and displayed more of the results 
of preparatory philosophical studies, than was shown by — 
the other. The doctrines of Master Eckart'+) had much 
in common with the enthusiasm of pantheistic sects, and 
were consequently condemned by the see of Rome. 
Among those who followed more closely (though with 
various modifications) the doctrine of the church we 
mention: John Tauler,©.) Henry Suso,®) John Ruys- 
broek,(7-) the (anonymous ) author of the “ Biichlein von 
der deutschen Theologie” (i. 6. the little book on Ger- 
man theology, )@) Thomas a Kempis,®) and John Char- 
her Gerson :(10.) the last mentioned also endeavoured to 
establish a scientific system of mysticism. 


4.) He was surnamed Doctor mellifluus and died a. p. 1153. 
His works were edited by Mabillon, Par. (1666—1690.) 1719 ii. 
fol. Ven. 1726. i. fol. He wrote epistles, sermons, and mysti- 
cal tracts: de consideratione, ad Eugenium 111. Papam. Libros 
γ. de gratia et libero arbitrio etc. Comp. *Neander, der heilige 
Bernhard und sein Zeitalter. Berlin 1813. 8. llendorf, der 
heilige Bernhard von Clairvaux und die Hierarchie seiner Zeit. 
Essen 1837. H. Schmid 1. ὁ. p. 187 ss. de Wette, Sittenlehre, 
11. 2. p. 208 ss.—Practical activity was also displayed by Ber- 
thold, a Franciscan monk, who lived between the years 1247 and — 
1272; he bordered upon mysticism. See his sermons, edited 
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by Kling, Berl. 1824. and the review of Jac. Grimm in the 
Wiener Jahrbiicher 1825. p. 194 ss. 

®) To these belong especially William of Champeaux, and the 
theologians of the school of St. Victor, as well as Bonaventura. 
Comp. §§ 150 and 151. 

(3) « The ideas of the orthodox mystics rest on the positive 
foundation of the creed, and all the spiritual transactions de- 
scribed by them are most intimately connected with the doctrine 
of the Trinity, the incarnation of Christ, the influence of the 
Spirit promised by Christ, and the mystery of the Lord’s Sup- 
per. The abstract theory of the heretical mystics seeks to fa- 
thom the depth of the soul, which in their opinion ts nothing but 
God himself; they teach that sanctification is the work of man 
himself, and regard the said positive doctrines as at most the 
symbols of those spiritual transactions on which the accomplish- 
ment of the design of our life depends. Ir 18. OF SPECIAL IM- 
PORTANCE IN AN EXPOSITION OF THE HISTORY.OF THIS PERIOD, 
DISTINCTLY TO SEPARATE THESE TWO KINDS OF ORTHODOX AND 
HETERODOX Mystics.” Hngelhardt, Richard von 5. Victor, p. 2. 
Comp. p. 97. 98. 

4) Amalrich of Bena and David of Dinanto had previously 
developed the fanatical aspect of the mystico-pantheistic system 
of John Scotus Erigena, and given to it that dangerous practi- 
cal direction, which is exhibited to a singular extent by some 
later sects of the middle ages. Comp. H. Schinid 1. c. p. 387 8s. 
Engelhardt, kirchengeschichtliche Abhandlungen. Erlang. 1832. 
Ῥ. 251. Mosheim de Beghardis et Beguinabus p. 211. ss. p. 
255.—Among the mystics of the fourteenth century Master 
Eckart (Aichard), a native of Saxony and provincial of the or- 
der of the Dominicans in Cologne, bears most resemblance to 
the aforesaid theologians, though he surpasses them by a more 
spiritual perception and a more scientific culture of mind. 
“ FTis sense of the nearness of God, and his ardent love are over- 
whelmed by the contemplation of an abyss of lusts and blasphe- 
my.” (Hase.) His doctrines were condemned a, Ὁ. 1329 in a 
bull of Pope John XXII. Comp. Schmidt, Charles, Essai p. 51— 
57. and Studien und Kritiken 1839. 3. Mosheim 1. ὁ. p. 280. 
Spruche deutscher Mystiker in Wackernagels Lesebuch, i. Sp. 
889—92. [Meister Eckart. Hine theologische Studie von H. 
Martensen. Hamb. 1843.] 

) Tfe was called Doctor sublimis et illuminatus, lived as a 
monk of the order of the Dominicans at Cologne and Strasburg, 
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and died a. ν. 1361. He was a clever preacher. A Latin trans- 
lation of his works was edited by Laur. Surius, Col. 1548. He 
wrote among others: Nachfolge des armen Lebens Christi.— 
Medulla anime (a collection of divers tracts,) Sermons iii Leipz. 
1826 etc. Comp. Wackernagels deutsches Lesebuch Sp. 857 ss. 
[| Schmidt, Carl, Johannes Tauler von Strasburg. Beitrag zur 
Geschichte der Mystik und des religiosen Lebens im 14. Jahr- 
hundert.| Luther wrote concerning him to Spalatin (14 Dec. 
1516.) : Si te delectat puram, solidam, antique simillimam theo- 
logiam legere, in germanica lingua effusam, sermones Johannis 
Tauleri, preedicatoriz professionis, tibi comparare potes...... 
Neque enim ego vel in latina vel in nostra lingua theologiam 
vidi salubriorem et cum Evangelio consonantiorem. The letter 
is given by de Wette vol. 1. No. 25. p.46. De Wette on the 
contrary says (christliche Sittenlehre 11, 2. p. 220 ss.): “ His 
mysticism is very profound and fervent, and at the same time 
very speculative; but it possesses no intrinsic worth, inasmuch 
as it is almost exclusively of a negative description, and consists 
only of a renunciation of all that is earthly and finite. On the 
contrary, the true, the essential, the divine is, as it were, an empty 
space, because ἐξ is not brought into any definite relation to the 
life and heart of man,” ete. 

(δ) Henry Suso (Germ. der Seuse, sometimes called Amandus 
vom Berg) was born at Constance, and died a. p. 13865. His 
works were translated into Latin by Laur. Surius Col. 1532.— 
*+ Heinrich Suso’s Leben und Schriften, herausgegeben von 
Melch. Diepenbrock mit einer Einleitung von Gorres. 1829. 37. 
40. Geistliche Blithen von Suso. 1834. Wackernagel, deutsches 
Lesebuch Sp. 871 ss. He is more poetical than profound 
and speculative, his writings are full of allegories and imagery, 
frequently fantastical, but often full of religious ardour. <A 
childlike soul ! 

(7) He was prior of the regular canons in Gruenthal in Bra- 
bant, and died a. p. 13881. He was surnamed Doctor ecstaticus. 
His works (originally written in the Flemish language) were 
translated into Latin by Laur. Surius. Cologne 1552.1609. 1692. 
and into German by Gottfr. Arnold. Offenbach 1701.4. Comp. 
* Engelhardt in the work mentioned ὃ 150. note 9.—Ruysbroek 
holds the medium between the orthodox and the heterodox 
mystics; Ch. Gerson, who wrote against him, numbered him 
among the latter; but comp. Engelhardt, 1. ο, p. 275: The line 
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of demarcation between heterodox and orthodox mysticism, which 
we find distinctly drawn in the writings of Ruysbroek, was so 
jine and might so easily be transgressed, that nothing but a firm 
adherence to that form of belief which was generally adopted, 
and sanctioned by the terminology of the Fathers, as well as by 
the authority of the church, seemed a sufficient guard against 
errors such as those just mentioned.” —Comp. De Wette, 
christliche Sittenlehre; he says p. 247.: “In the writings 
of Ruysbroek [as well as in those of Tauler], the idea of 
something absolute and of renouncing all that is finite, of 
being absorbed in the one and undivided, is set forth as that 
from which all things are derived. Ruysbroek acknowledged 
even to a farther extent than Tauler, the indwelling of the Di- 
vine In man—an admission of much importance. In a moral 
aspect the writings of Ruysbroek are of more importance than 
those of Tauler; the former developes more distinctly the na- 
ture of a virtuous life, and warns against spiritual sloth, but he 
has fallen more frequently than Tauler into the error of mysti- 
cal sensuality and voluptuousness,” etc. 

®) The full title of this work is: Deutsche Theologie, oder 
ein edles Biichlein vom rechten Verstande, was Adam und 
Christus sei, und wie Adam in uns sterben und Christus in uns 
leben soll. It was first published a. p. 1516 by Luther (with a 
recommendatory preface), afterwards by Joh. Arnd 1631., by 
Grell 1817., by Detzer, Erl. 1827., and by + Troaler, St. Gallen 
1837. Comp. Luther’s epinion on this work in de Wette’s col- 
lection of Luther’s letters, No. 60. p. 102: “ Zhis noble book, 
though simple and destitute of adornment of language and of 
human wisdom, is much richer and more precious in art and 
that wisdom which is Divine. And to praise according to my 
old fashion, next to the Bible and St. Augustine, 1 do not know 
of any book from which I have learnt better, and assert that tt 
could be learnt better what God, Christ, man, and all things 
are.” [Extract from Luther’s Preface. De Wette (christl. Sit- 
tenlehre p. 251.) calls the work in question “ ἃ sound and ener- 
getic treatise, full of spirit and life, written in a pure and con- 
cise style, and worthy of being so strongly recommended by Lu- 
ther.” 

9.) His true name was Thomas Hamerken of Kempen: he 
was subprior of the Augustinian monks on St. Agnes’ mount 
near Zwoll, and died a. p. 1471. <“ He was rather a pious, 
warm-hearted, and edifying preacher, than a mystic properly 
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speaking ; at least he possessed scarcely anything of a specula- 
tive tendency,” de Wette, 1. c. p. 247. He was the author of 
several pious tracts: Soliloquia anime, Hortulus rosarum, Vallis 
liliorum, de tribus tabernaculis, de solitudine, de silentio ete. 
His most celebrated work (which some however have ascribed 
to other authors, e. g. to Abbot Gersen, or to John Gerson) is: 
de imitatione Christi libriiv. Opp. Norimb. 1494. Par. 1520. 
fol. Antw. 1607. Comp. the critical examination of its author- 
ship by + J. P. Silbert, (who pronounces in favour of Thomas ἃ 
Kempis), Wien 1828. 8, Gieseler, 1. ο. 11. 4. § 146. notes 1. and 
m. Ch. Schmidt Essai sur Jean Gerson, p. 121. 

0.) John Charlier Gerson, surnamed Doctor christianissimus, 
was chancellor of the university of Paris, and died a. Ὁ. 1429. 
He wrote : Considerationes de theologia mystica, de perfectione, 
de meditatione cordis etc. An edition of his complete works 
was published at Antv. 1706 fol. Hage comit. 1728. Comp. 
Engelhardt, de Gersonio Mystico 1822. Hundeshagen, K. B. 
iiber die mystische Theologie des Joh. Charlier Gerson. Leipz. 
1834. (reprinted separately from the fourth volume of the Zeit- 
schrift fiir historische Theologie.) *Liebner, A., iber Gersons 
mystische Theologie in the Studien und Kritiken, 1835. part 2. 
p. 277 ss. *Schmidt, Ch., Essai sur Jean Gerson, chancelier de 
Vuniversité et de léglise de Paris. Strasb. et Paris 1839. On the 
different definitions of the nature of mysticism, see Consideratio 
28. p. 384 (Hundeshagen p. 49.) That he opposed Ruysbroek 
was mentioned above note 6.—Gerson perceives, “in the sensuous 
imagination a powerful enemy to pure and mystical contempla- 
tion, and takes care repeatedly and very strongly to warn against 
its illusions.” Wundeshagen, p. 81. 


8 154. 


SCIENTIFIC OPPOSITION MADE TO SCHOLASTICISM. 


Meiners, Ch., Lebensbeschreibungen beriihmter Manner aus den Zeiten der 
Wiederherstellung der Wissenschaft. Zurich 1795, Heeren, A. H. L., 
Geschichte der klassischen Literatur seit dem Wiederaufleben der Wiss- 
enschaft. Gottingen 1797. 1801. 8. KHrhard, H. A., Geschichte des 
Wiederaufbliihens wissenschaftlicher Bildung. Magdeburg 1827. 30. 
ii. vol. 

Even as early as the thirteenth century Roger Bacon 


had combated the one-sided, speculative tendency of 
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scholasticism, and endeavoured to improve the method of 
studying theology.) But far more was done during the 
second half of the fifteenth century for the restoration of 
classical studies, by which the minds of men were de- 
livered from that one-sided theological speculation in 
which both the scholastic and the mystical divines so 
freely indulged. Attention was directed to a more har- 
monious developement of all the powers of the soul, a 
more simple and rational mode of perception, and above 
all, to a treatment of all spiritual subjects distinguished 
by a better taste.@-) Laurentius Valla,@) John Reuch- 
lin,(4) and Desiderius Erasmus *) may, generally speaking, 
be considered as the restorers of classical (and to some 
extent of Hebrew) philology. Marsilius Ficinus,(°) and 
John Picus of Mirandola,@) were the principal advocates 
of the study of the Platonic philosophy, and thus, on the 
one hand, limited the excessive authority of Aristotle and 
the dominion of scholasticism, and on the other showed, 
how mysticism might be more intimately connected with 
speculation. 


(1) Roger Bacon, surnamed Doctor mirabilis, was a monk of 
the order of the Franciscans, and professor of theology at Ox- 
ford from the year 1240. He wrote (a. p. 1267.) : Opus majus 
de utilitate scientiarum ad Clementem IV. Very characteristic 
extracts from it are given by Gieseler ii. § 74. note x. 

@) « Tf we ask what forms the most obvious contrast with the 
scholastic philosophy and theology, as well as with the practice of 
the scholastic divines, we may say, that it is good common sense, 
experience (both outward and inward), perception of nature 
and humanity.” Hegel, Geschichte der Philosophie 111. p. 200. 

®) He died a. p. 1457. His works were published at Basle 
1540, 43. 

@) John Reuchlin, otherwise called Capnio, lived from 1455 
to 1522. Comp. *Mayerhof’, Reuchlin und seine Zeit. Berl. 
1830. Meiners Lc. 1. p. 44 ss. He furthered especially the 
study of the Hebrew language as well as that of the Cabbala, 
and gained a glorious victory over the Viri obscuri of his age. 

25 
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©) Desiderius Erasmus (Gerhard) of Rotterdam, was born a. ΝΡ. 
1486., and died 1536. Adolf Miller, Leben des Erasmus von 
Rotterdam. Hamb. 1828. Opp. Bas. 1540. viii. and Ludg. Bat. 
1703—6. x. fol. In his Ratio perveniendi ad veram Theolo- 
giam, in the work entitled: laus stultitiz and elsewhere he 
severely criticised the extravagancies of scholasticism, and point- 
ed out a more elegant treatment of theology. His critical edi- 
tion of the New Test. (edit. princeps, published by Froben, 
Basle 1516)* led to a more correct study of the Bible; in his 
letters and various essays he endeavoured to spread the light of 
human knowledge. His relation to the Reformation, and to the 
theology of the reformers, will come before us in the next 
period. 

(Ὁ) Respecting the controversy between the Aristotelians and 
Platonists see Miinscher ed. by von Colln 11. p. 27. Marsilius 
Ficinus translated the works of Plato, and wrote de relig. christ. 
et fidei pietate ad Laur. Med. and de immortalitate anime ; his 
works were published at Paris 1641 fol. He died a. p. 1499. 

(7.) He was born a. p. 1463, and died 1494. He endeavoured 
to harmonize Plato with Aristotle. His works were published 
at Basle 1601 fol.; he wrote among others: in Hexaémeron 
libros vii.— Queestiones 900—de Christi regno et vanitate mundi 
—in Platonis Convivium libros iiii—Epistolas etc. see Meiners 
1. c. 11. from the commencement. 


8 155. 


PRACTICAL OPPOSITION.—THE FORERUNNERS OF THE 
REFORMATION. 


Flathe, Geschichte der Vorlaufer der Reformation. Leipz. 1835, 8. [* Udl- 
mann, C., Reformatoren vor der Reformation, vornehmlich in Deutsch- 
Jand und den Niederlanden, 2 vols. Hamburg 1841. Comp. Bibliotheca 
Sacra i. 1844. p. 425 ss. | 


The spirit of the Reformation manifested itself more 
and more not only in science, but also directly in the 


_ practical life of Christians. John de Wyeliffe,') John 


@ The publication of the Polyglott edition of Cardinal Ximenes, about the 
rise of the German Reformation, is no less important. 
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Huss?) and Jerome of Prague, as well as their followers, 
partly adopted the doctrines of the mystics, partly the 
scholastic mode of thinking, though their tendency was 
on the whole more practical. Some of their followers 
fell into the errors of former fanatical sects.) The 
tendency of Jerome Savonarola is altogether peculiar to 
himself; his theology has much of the mystical, and many 
events of his life would lead us to suppose that some of 
his views were enthusiastical, though he was on the 
whole a truly, evangelical man. John Wessel of Gro- 
ningen, on the contrary, united in himself the better form 
of mysticism, and the true spirit of scientific inquiry, 
which strove to throw off the fetters of scholasticism ; he 
thus became the proper forerunner of Luther.@) 


(1.) We was professor of theology at the university of Oxford, 
and combated from the year 1360 the order of the mendicant 
friars. Gregory XI. condemned nineteen of his theses (a. ἢ. 
1377.) His controversy respecting the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion will come under consideration in the special history of doc- 
trines.—His principal doctrinal work is: Dialogorum libri v. 
(Trialogus) Bas. 1525. ed. L. Th. Wirth. Francof. et Lips. 1753. 
4. Comp. Vaughan, &., life and opinions of J. de Wycliffe. 
Lond. 1829. 31.1. Webb, te Bas, life of Wiclif. Lond. 18382. 

@) John Huss of Hussinecz, was from the year 1402 pastor at 
Prague, and suffered martyrdom a. p. 1415 at Constance. The 
opposition which he offered to the Pope, partook more of a 
practical than dogmatical nature. The views of Huss on the 
Lord’s Supper differed less from the doctrine of the church, than 
those of his colleagues Jerome of Prague and Jacobellus of 
Misa, as will be shown in the special history of doctrines. Comp. 
Neander, kleine Gelegenheitsschriften. 3d edit. p. 217 ss. 

(3) Concerning the history of the Hussites (they were also 
called Taborites and Calixtines) see the works on ecclesiastical 
history.—Lenfant, histoire de la guerre des Hussites. Amst. 
1731. ii. 4.—John Rokykzana was one of their most eminent 
theologians.— Martin Lokwitz (Loquis,) a native of Moravia, be- 
longed to the fanatical party among the Hussites ; see Schrockh 
1. ο. xxxiv. p. 687. 
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4) He was a monk of the order of the Dominicans, lived from 
the year 1489 in Florence, and suffered martyrdom a. ἢ. 1498. 
—Picus of Mirandola composed a treatise in his defence, which 
is reprinted in Goldast, Monarchia T. 1. p. 1635.—He wrote: 
Compendio di revelazione, 1495. a Latin translation of which was 
published 1496.—de simplicitate vitze christianee —Triumphus 
crucis 5. de veritate Πάρι, 1497., and various sermons.—Comp. 
*Rudelbach, Hieronymus Sayonarola und seine Zeit, Hamburg 
1835.—* Meier, Karl, Girolamo Savonarola. Berl. 1836.— 
Concerning his theological opinions see: Ammon, F. IV. Ph., in 
Winers und Engelhardts neuem kritischem Journal. vol. vin. 
part 3. p. 257—82. 

©) His family-name was Gansfort; he was surnamed lux 
mundi, magister contradictionum, lived and taught theology at 
Cologne, Heidelberg, Louvain, and Paris, and died a. p. 1489. 
“ Though a scholastic divine himself, he announced that scho- 
lasticism would soon cease to exist, asserted that Scripture vs the 
only foundation of faith, faith the sole ground of justification 
without works, and urged the spiritual nature of a religious life.” 
(Meier, Dogmengeschichte, p. 238.) His works were published 
at Groning. 1614.—Comp. Muurling, de Wesselii cum vita tum 
meritis in preparanda sacrorum emendatione in belgio septen- 
trionah. Traj. ad Rhen. 1831. Ullmann, C,, Johann Wessel, ein 
Vorganger Luthers. Ham. 1834. 

And lastly, John Goch of Mechlin, who died a. p. 1475, John 
of Wesel, professor of theology at Erfurt, and afterwards mi- 
nister at Worms (he died a. p. 1482) and others, as well as 
Gerhard Groot and the clerics of community of life must be 
numbered among this class of men. Comp. Scholtz, J. G. L., 
Diss. exhibens disquisitionem, qua Thome a Kempis sententia 
de re christiana exponitur et cum Gerardi et Wesselii Gansfortii 
sententis comparatur. Gron. 1840. 8. 


§ 156. 


THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE HISTORY OF DOCTRINES 
AND THE HISTORY BOTH OF THE CHURCH AND THE 
WORLD DURING THE PRESENT PERIOD. 


The present period shows as much, if not more, as any 
other, the intimate connection subsisting between the de- 
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velopement of the life of the church, and of mankind in 
general, and the developement of doctrine.) Thus a 
parallel may clearly be drawn between the history of 
scholasticism on the one hand, and that of papacy and 
the hierarchy on the other.?) Monasticism and celi- 
bacy not only tended to foster the spirit of subtle specu- 
lation manifested by the schoolmen, but also awakened 
more ardent aspiration on the part of the mystics.@) The 
splendour and magnificence of the Roman form of wor- 
ship created a reacting influence upon the doctrine of the 
church (especially upon the doctrines of the sacraments 
and the saints, ) in proportion as the former itself owed 
its existence to the latter.4.) The dogmatic mind of the 
present period was also symbolically displayed in the 
architecture of the middle ages.) ‘The advantages which 
the West derived from the crusades, the origin of which 
may be partly ascribed to the religious excitement of the 
times, were manifold and of various description.) ΤῸ 
may also be observed that the great calamities of the 
fourteenth century so impressed the minds of the people, 
as to be at least the partial cause of the religious and mys- 
tical phenomena of those times.) After the exclusive 
use of the Latin language in all ecclesiastical matters had 
led to the neglect of a searching and critical examination 
of the Bible, and the adoption of a barbarous terminology, 
the spread of Grecian literature from the conquest of 
Constantinople (a. p. 1453) exerted a beneficial influ- 
ence both upon the study of the original languages of the 
Sacred Scriptures, and the treatment of theological sub- 
jects.) And in the last place, though the terrible in- 
stitution of the inquisition had for a time succeeded in 
intimidating the minds of the people, and in preventing 
the free exchange of ideas,@) the invention of printing 
(about the year 1440,) the discovery of America (A. p. 
1490,) and the entire revolution which had taken place 
in the history of nations, prepared the way for a new 


422 THE AGE OF SCHOLASTICISM. 


period, which rendered a new developement of religious 
life necessary, as the consequence of the great changes 
which had happened in modes of thought and inquiry. 


() Compare the introduction to vol. 1. 
“) It is a somewhat important fact, that scholasticism should 
have commenced with the age of Gregory VIE. During the dis- 
pute about the episcopal investiture Anselm supported the pre- 
tensions of the papal hierarchy, while shortly afterwards Arnold 
of Brescia, a disciple of Abelard, practically carried out the more 
liberal doctrinal principles of his master. In a similar manner 
Bernard of Clairval united dogmatic orthodoxy with a rigid ad- 
herence to papacy. Scholasticism reached its highest point of 
perfection about the same time that the papacy of the middle 
ages flourished under Pope Innocent II. and a parallel may be 
clearly drawn between tie disruption of the schools (Thomists 
and Scotists,) and the papal schism which happened soon after- 
wards.—While the see of Rome had formerly found a support 
in the realistic tendency of Anselm, it now met with open op- 
position on the part of the nominalist Ockam. The history of 


mysticism may be likewise so represented, as to favour the pre- . 


tensions of the Roman see in one aspect, and to oppose them in 
another. Papacy itself had its origin (in an ideal point of view) 
in a mystical perception of the world, but by its opposition to 
that idea, ὁ, 6. by its externality and worldliness, it frequently 
ealled forth opposition on the part even of the advocates of that 
mystical perception of the world. 

(5) Certain errors of the scholastics, as well as the mystics, can 
scarcely be comprehended but from the monastic point of view. 
In earlier times the scholastic divines were monks of the order 
of the Benedictines, or of that of the regular canons; in later 
times the monks of the order of mendicant friars occupied the 
theological chairs (notwithstanding the opposition made by the 
university of Paris), and conferred degrees and preferments. 
We must also take into consideration the jealousy already al- 
luded to between the different orders, which stands in intimate 
connection with the divisions among the scholasties. 

(4) Compare the doctrine of the Saints and of the Lord’s Supe 
per in the special history of doctrines. 

“) Tt is altogether accidental, that the cities 3 of Strasburg and 
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Cologne, which are distinguished by their cathedrals, were pre- 
eminently resorted to by mystical theologians ? see Ch. Schmidt, 
Kssai p. 45 and 52. There is also an evident connection be- 
tween the mystical tendency and romantic poetry, (comp. 
Liebner, Hugo von St. Victor, p. 246.), as well as, on the one 
hand, between the old German school of painting and mysticism, 
and on the other, between Italian art and the classical tendency 
mentioned § 154. 

(© See Heeren, Entwickelung der Folgen ils: Kreuzzige fur 
Europa (historische Schriften, Gottingen 1808. vol. 2.) 

@) Comp. Hecker, der schwarze Tod im 14 Jahrhundert. 
Berlin 1892, ὃ. 

(8) Compare § 154. 

(3) See Llorente, Geschichte der Inquisition. Leipzig 1823. 

(10) « Religion has undoubtedly gained the powerful, healthy, 
‘and clear developement of piety, and of Christian piety in 
‘particular, by the invention of typography. The sources of 
‘ Christian knowledge and edification have been multiplied by 
‘it ad infinitum, and what was formerly inaccessible has been 
‘placed within the reach of all classes of society,” etc. Ull- 
mann, Rede am vierten Sacularfeste der Hrfindung der Buch- 
druckerkunst. Heidelberg 1840. p. 20. 


B. SPECIAL HISTORY OF DOCTRINES DURING THE 
THIRD PERIOD. 


FIRST SECTION. 


APOLOGETICO-DOGMATIC PROLEGOMENA. 


TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY.—RELATION BETWEEN REASON AND 


REVELATION.—SOURCES OF REVELATION.—SCRIPTURE 
AND TRADITION 


8 157. 
TRUTH AND DIVINE ORIGIN OF CHRISTIANITY. 


The ground to be taken by apologetical writers of the 
present period, in opposition to all who were not 
Christians, was considerably different from that which 
had been occupied during the first period. On the one 
hand, the Judaism of the middle ages was not the same 
with that which Just M. combated in his dialogue 
with Tryphon ; on the other, the views of the Apologists 
of the middle ages on doctrinal subjects differed in many 
respects from those of the earler Fathers.4-) Other 
weapons were also required in the controversy with 
Mohammedanism than those which had been used 
against the ancient forms of polytheism.?) But the 
scepticism and infidelity, which made their appearance, 
especially towards the close of the present period, within 
the church itself, both in a more open, and a more con- 
cealed manner, rendered a philosophical defence of the 
Christian religion still more necessary, than those histor1- 
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cal forms of religion which existed along with Christ- 
ianity..) Generally speaking, the Apologists adopted 
former methods of argumentation. ‘The arguments 
derived from miracles and prophecies were retained, inas- 
much as tradition had sanctioned them,*? though some 
writers possessed sufficient discernment to see, that the 
religion of Christ recommends itself by its mternal ex- 
cellencies, without external miracles.) 


@.) Compare 6. g. the manner in which Agobard upbraided the 
Jews of that time in his treatise de insolentia Judeorum. Opp. 
T. 1. p. 59—66. See Schrockh xxi. p. 302. 

) Compare the writings mentioned ὃ 144. which were di- 
rected against Mohammedanism.—The heathen, 7. e. the heathen 
philosophers in particular, were combated by Thomas Aquinas 
in his work entitled : summa catholice fidei, which is not to be 
confounded with his larger work of the same name. Ixcerpts 
from it are given by Schrockh xxix. p. 341 ss. 

©) Anselm himself held the principle: Fides nostra contra 
impios ratione defendenda est, non contra cos, qui se Christ- 
iani nominis honore gaudere fatentur. Epp. Lib. 1. 41. On 
the later apologetical writings of Savonarola and Ficinus, see ὃ 
154. 155. | 

¢) Thus Ficinus appeals even as late as this period to the 
Sibylline oracles. See Schrockh xxxiv. p. 352. 

6.) Among their number we may mention 6. g. Aneas Sylvius, 
see Platina in Vita Pii I]. (towards the end.) 


8. 158. 
REASON AND REVELATION, FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE. 


Though all Christians were convinced of the truth 
and Divine origin of their religion (even where they 
knew it only through the impure medium of the doctrine 
of the church), yet speculative minds were desirous of 
“possessing a clear insight into the relation between that 
which has regard to mankind in general, and that which 
refers to Christianity alone, between revelation and rea- 
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son, between the Christian religion and philosophy. 
John Scotus Erigena was the first who manifested a 
leaning towards rationalism, and a union between it and 
supranaturalism, by considering true religion and true 
philosophy as one and the same thing, and by looking 
for the true source of religious knowledge in man him- 
self, 7. e. in his rational consciousness. But he did not 
deny the necessity of a positive revelation which has 
come from without.) Abelard also thought that there 
is such a harmony between philosophy and Christianity, 
that the universally acknowledged truths of reason, and 
the moral laws with which the heathen were acquainted, 
are confirmed and enlarged by the higher authority of 
Divine revelation.2:) According to Anselm it is first of 
all necessary to receive by an act of faith the truths of 
revelation which have been sanctioned by the church, but 
he admitted that reason might afterwards examine the 
grounds of what is believed. He too proceeded on the 
supposition that reason and revelation cannot contradict 
each other.@-) Thomas Aquinas endeavoured to prove 
that the doctrines of Christianity on the one» hand may 
be apprehended by reason, but on the other are above 
reason.4-) The mystics also admitted (though in a 
manner different from that of the scholastics) the exist- 
ence of an immediate consciousness; their theory was 
nearest allied to that of Anselm. There was however 
this difference, that some of them (viz. those who 
adhered to ecclesiastical orthodoxy) maintained, that 
the internal revelations were in accordance with the 
doctrines of the church,5.) while in the opinion of others 
(the fanatical mystics) the new revelations of the Spirit 
were sometimes openly opposed to the doctrines his- 
torically received, and even to Seripture itself.) 


“) De divina pred. ap. Mauguin T.1. ὁ. 1. § 1. (quoted by 
Frommiuller 1. ¢. p. 50.): Quid est de. Philosophia tractare, nisi 
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vere religionis, qua summa et principalis omnium rerum causa 
et humiliter colitur et rationabiliter investigatur, regulas ex- 
ponere Ὁ Conficitur inde veram esse Philosophiam veram re- 
ligionem conversimque veram religionem esse veram Philoso- 
phiam (comp. Augustine de vera rel. ὁ. 5.) He thinks that 
self-consciousness is the last source of religious knowledge, diy. 
nat. v. dl. p. 268: Nulla quippe alia via est ad principalis ex- 
empli purissimam contemplationem preter proxime sibi sue 
imaginis certissimam notitiam. But he does not on that 
account deny the necessity of an external (positive) re- 
velation. On the contrary he says: 11. 91. p. 85: Nisi ipsa 
lux initium nobis revelaverit, nostra ratiocinationis studium ad 
eam revelandam nihil proficiet (comp. § 159 ss.) Thus Scotus 
Erigena “ may in a certain sense be called the author of ration- 
alism ; but his rationalism ts very different from, and forms the 
strongest contrast with that perverse form of rationalism which 
exists at the present day.” Staudenmaier, Freiburger Zeit- 
schrift 1. ὁ. p. 241. 

@) De Theol. christ. 1. p. 1211. (ed. Marténe): Hine quidem 
facilius evangelica predicatio a philosophis, quam a Judzis 
suscepta est, cum sibi eam maxime invenirent ad finem, nec 
fortasse in aliquo dissonam, nisi forte in his que ad incarnationis 
vel sacramentorum vel resurrectionis mysteria pertinent.” Si 
enim diligenter moralia evangelii preecepta consideremus, nihil 
ea aliud, quam reformationem legis nature inveniemus, quam 
secutos esse philosophos constat; cum lex magis figuralibus, 
quam moralibus nitatur mandatis et exteriori potius justitia, quam 
interiori abundet ; evangelium vero virtutes ac vitia diligenter 
examinat, et secundum animi intentionem omnia, sicut et philo- 
sophi, pensat. Unde cum tanta...evangelice ac philosophice 
doctrine concordia pateat, nonnulli Platonicorum......in tantam 
proruperunt blasphemiam, ut Dominum Jesum omnes suas sen- 
tentias a Platone accepisse dicerent, quasi philosophus ipsam 
docuisset Sophiam.—None but he who obtains a knowledge of 
the Divine by means of active investigation, attains unto firm 
belief. After man has done his duty, Divine love assists his ef- 
forts, and grants to him that which he could not acquire by his 
own researches, etc. “ But Abelard was far from imagining 


4 From this passage it appears, that as early as the time of Abelard a dis. 
tinction was made between articuli puri et mixti. Comp. also what Thomas 
Aquinas said, note 4. 
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that his philosophy could give a full knowledge of Divine things 
which should leave no scope for desire after more information.” 
Neander, der heilige Bernhard p. 117 ss. Abelard made a dis- 
tinction between credere, intelligere, and cognoscere ; on the re- 
lation in which these terms stand to each other, see Neander 
1, c. (Abelard uses still stronger language on this point in his 
Introductio, than in his more modified Theologia christiana ; see 
Neander, 1. c. p. 127. note 4.) Alanus ab Insulis considered 
faith superior to opinio, but inferior to scientia, (Art. 17. quoted 
by Pez. i. p. 482.) Comp. the opinion of Clement of Alexan- 
dria, ὃ 34. note 6. On the view of St. Bernard, which was op- 
posed to that of Abelard (“" God is found by prayer, not by dis- 
cussions,”’) see Neander, der heilige Bernhard p. 147 ss. 

3.) ProsL c. 1:......Desidero aliquatenus intelligere veritatem 
tuam, quam credit et amat cor meum. Veque enim quero intelli- 
gere, ut credam, sed credo ut intelligam. Nam et hoc credo, quia 
nist credidero, non intelligam. De incarn. verbi c. 2.: Nullus 
quippe Christianus debet disputare, quod catholica Ecclesiacorde 
credit et ore confitetur, quomoedononsit: sedsemper eandemfidem 
indubitanter tenendo, amando et secundum illam vivendo humili- 
ter, quantum potest querere rationem, quomodo sit. Si potest in- 
telligere, Deo gratias agat: sinon potest, non immittat cornua ad 
ventilandum, sed submittat caput ad venerandum. Citius enim in 
se potest confidens humana sapientia impingendo cornua sibievel- 
lere, quam innitendo petram hance evellere.........Palam namque 
est, quia illi non habent fidei firmitatem, qui, quoniam quod cre- 
dunt, intelligere non possunt, disputant contra ejusdem fidei a 
sanctis patribus confirmatam veritatem, velut si vespertiliones et 
noctus, non nisi in nocte coelum videntes, de meridianis solis 
radiis disceptent contra aquilas, solem ipsum irreverberato visu 
intuentes. Prius ergo fide mundandum est cor.........prius ea 
que carnis sunt posponentes, secundum spiritum vivamus, quam 
profunda fidei dijudicando discutiamus.........Quanto opulentius 
nutrimur in Sacra Scriptura, ex his, que per obedientiam 
pascunt, tanto subtilus provehimur ad ea, que per intellectum 
satiant...... Nam quai non crediderit, non experietur, et qui exper- 
tus non fuerit, non intelliget. Nam quantum rei auditum supe- 
rat experientia, tantum vincit audientis cognitionem experientis 
scientia.........Nemo ergo se temere mergat in condensa diffi- 
cillimarum queestionum, nisi prius in soliditate fidei conquisita 
morum eb sapientiz gravitate, ne per multiplicia sophismatum 
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diverticula in tanta levitate discurrens, aliqua 063 01 illaqueetur 
falsitate. Comp. de sacram. altaris ii. 2: Christiane fidei veri- 
tas quasi hoc speciali jure preeminet, ut non ipsa per intellectum 
sed per eam intellectus querendus sit.........Qui ergo nihil cre- 
dere vult, nisi ratione vel intellectu precedente, hic rem con- 
fundit et scire omnia volens, nihil credens, fidem, que in ipso 
est, videtur annullare.—LEpp. Lib. 1. 41 : Christianus per fidem 
debet ad intellectum proficere: non per intellectum ad fidem 
accedere, aut si intelligere non valct, a fide recedere. Sed cum 
ad intellectum valet pertingere, delectatur: cum vero nequit, 
quod capere non potest, veneratur.—Nevertheless he asserts, 
that the acquisition of knowledge is a duty imperative upon 
him who has the power of knowing God. In his treatise en- 
titled : Cur Deus homo 1. 6. 2. he represents Boso as speaking 
as follows (without contradicting him): Sicut rectus ordo exigit, 
ut profunda christianz fidei credamus, priusquam ea presuma- 
mus ratione discutere, ta negligentia mihi videtur, si postquam 
confirmati sumus in fide, non studemus quod credimus intelligere. 
Comp. ibid. 6. 10. 25. Nor does Boso declare himself satisfied 
respecting the doctrine of satisfaction, until he has seen the 
reasonableness of the reasons adduced; ii. 19. and 21. “ The 
Scholastic divines did not think tt an extravagant notion, that 
all the truths contained in the Old and New Testaments might 
be proved by rational speculation ; but it was always presup- 
posed, that what ts matter of faith rests on its own grounds, and 
needs no proof; thus whatever 1s added by reason, however va- 
luable in other respects, 1s nothing but an opus supererogationis 
in reference to all matter of faith.” Baur, Versdhnungslehre, 
p. 185 note. Comp. Mohler’s Schriften, i. p. 137. 38. 

@) Thom. Aqu. Summ. cath, fid. contra gentiles 1. i. ¢. 3. (quo- 
ted by Miinscher edit. by von Célln, p. 100): Et in his, que de 
Deo confitemur, duplex veritatis modus. Quedam namque vera 
sunt de Deo, que omnem facultatem humane rationis excedunt, 
ut Deum esse triunum et unum. Quzedam vero sunt ad que 
etiam ratio naturalis pertingere potest: sicut est Deum esse, 
Deum esse unum, et alia hujusmodi: que etiam philosophi de- 
monstrative de Deo probaverunt, ducti naturalis lumine rationis. 
—But even these points must be confirmed by revelation, other- 
wise the knowledge of God would be a privilege of but a few - 
(viz, of those who think and know); others whom levity pre- 
vented during the earlier period of their life from giving heed 
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to these things, would not acquire a knowledge of them until 
it was too late. But even in the most favourable case there 
would be reason for apprehending, lest error should be mixed 
up with truth. The truths of revelation however, though going 
beyond reason, do not contradict it, etc. Comp. Schréckh xxix. 
p- 342 ss. 

6.) This was the case, e. g. with Hugo of St. Victor, and Ri- 
chard of St. Victor, Hugo, de Sacramentis fidei 1.1. p. i. ὁ. 30. 
(de cognitione divinitatis) queted by Liebner, Ὁ. 173 ss. 186.: 
Alia enim sunt ex ratione, alia secundum rationem, alia supra 
rationem et preter hec que sunt contra rationem. Ex ratione 
sunt necessaria, secundum rationem sunt probabilia, supra ra- 
tionem mirabilia, contra rationem incredibilia. It duo quidem 
extrema omnino fidem non capiunt. Que enim sunt ex ratione 
omnino nota sunt et credi non possunt, quoniam sciuntur. Quee 
vero contra rationem sunt, nulla similiter ratione credi possunt, 
quoniam non suscipiunt ullam rationem, nec acquiescit his ratio 
aliqua. Ergo que secundum rationem sunt et que sunt supra 
rationem, tantummodo suscipiunt fidem. [tin primo quidem 
genere fides ratione adjuvatur et ratio fide perficitur, quoniam 
secundum rationem sunt, que creduntur. Quorum veritatem 
si ratio non comprehendit, fidei tamen illorum non contradicit. 
In iis, quee supra rationem sunt, non adjuvatur fides ratione ulla, 
quoniam non capit ea ratio, que fides credit, et tamen est ali- 
quid, quo ratio admonetur venerari fidem, quam non compre- 
hendit. Que dicta sunt ergo secundum rationem, probabilia 
fuerunt rationi et. sponte acquievit eis. Que vero supra rationem 
fuerunt, ex divina revelatione prodita sunt, et non operata est 
in eis ratio, sed castigata tamen, ne ad illa contenderet.—The 
theory of Richard of St Victor is somewhat more complicated. 
But he too believed “ that Divine revelation and human reason 
agree in bearing testimony to the one truth.” Engelhardt, Ri- 
chard von St. Victor, p. 66. Concerning the relation in which 
contemplation stands to meditation, as well as respecting the 
six different kinds of the former, see Engelhardt, 1, c. p. 60 ss. 
John of Salisbury, on the contrary, taught that the endeavours 
of man after knowledge must be aided by God himself, Policrat. 
Lib. vii. ο. 14. (Bibl. max, T. xxii. p. 352.) : Quisquis ergo viam 
_philosophandi ingreditur, ad ostium gratiz ejus humiliter pul- 
set, in cujus manu liber omnium sciendorum est, quem solus 
aperit agnus, qui occisus est, ut ad viam sapientie et vere feli- 
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citatis servum reduceret aberrantem. Frustra quis sibi de ca- 
pacitate ingenii, de memorize tenacitate, de assiduitate studii, de 
lingue volubilitate blanditur......Est autem humilitati conjuncta 
simplicitas, qua discentium intelligentia plurimum adjuvatur. 
Savonarola appeals to the internal testimony, Triumph. crucis 
procem. quoted by Rudelbach p. 376: Licet fides ex causis prin- 
ciplisque naturalibus demonstrari non possit, ex manifestis ta- 
men effectibus validissimas rationes adducemus, quas nemo 
sanz mentis inficiari poterit. 
“) Comp. § 161. note 5. 


8. 159, 
SOURCES OF KNOWLEDGE.—BIBLE AND TRADITION. 


Though the Bible was still theoretically regarded as 
the highest authority in all religious matters,() yet it 
was gradually overshadowed by tradition, which was 
deemed of equal importance with Scripture.) Its doc- 
trines were more and more corrupted and mixed up with 
the arbitrary traditions of men. In addition to the tra- 
dition of the church the book of nature was held in reve- 
rence together with the written Word of God.@) Some 
of the mystical sects’ looked upon other writings beside 
the Bible as Divine gifts,¢) and even went so far as to 
honour their own imaginations as the oracles of God.@ 


() Joh. Dam. de fine orth. 1. 1. : Πάντα τοίνυν τὰ παραδεδομένα 
ἡμῖν διά τε νόμου καὶ προφητῶν καὶ ἀποστόλων καὶ εὐαγγελιστῶν δεχόμενα καὶ 
γινώσκομεν καὶ σέβομεν, οὐδὲν περαιτέρω TOUT ἐπιζητοῦντες «.... .. Tatra 
ἡμεῖς στέρξωμεν καὶ ἐν αὐτοῖς μείνωμεν, μὴ μεταίροντες ὅρια αἰώνια, μηδὲ ὑπερ- 
βαίνοντες τὴν δείαν παράδοσιν. Comp. iv. 17. Joh. Scot. Erig. de div. 
nat. i. c. 66. p. 37: Sancte siquidem Scripture in omnibus se- 
quenda est auctoritas, quum in ea veluti quibusdam suis secre- 
tis sedibus veritas ; (he makes however the following limitation): 
non tamen ita credendum est, ut ipsa semper propriis verborum 
seu nominum signis fruatur, divinam nobis naturam insinuans ; 
sed quibusdam similitudinibus variisque translatorum verborum 
seu nominum modis utitur, inrmitati nostre condescendens, 
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nostrosque adhuc rudes infantilesque sensus simplici doctrina 
erigens. Nor can Scripture contradict reason, c. 68. p. 38: 
Nulla itaque auctoritas te terreat ab his, que recta contempla- 
tionis rationabilis suasio edocet. Vera enim auctoritas rectz 
rationi non obsistit, neque recta ratio veree auctoritati. Ambo 
siquidem ex uno fonte, divina videlicet sapientia manere, dubium 
non est. Comp. c. 69. p. 39. John of Salisbury, on the con- 
trary, used much more unqualified language, Policrat, 1. ὁ. 
(§ 158. note 5.): Serviendum est ergo scripturis, non dominan- 
dum. Nisi forte quis se ipsum dignum credat, ut angelis de- 
beat dominari. 

@) Joh. Dam. de fide orth. iv. 16. : ὅτι δὲ καὶ πλεῖστα οἱ ἀπόστολοι 
ἀγράφως παραδεδώκασι, γράφει Παῦλος ὁ τῶν ἐθνῶν ἀπόστολος (2 Thess. il. 
15. 1 Cor. xi, 2.) De imaginibus Orat. i. 23. (Opp. i. p. 
318): οὐ μόνον γράμμασι τὴν ἐχκλησιαστικὴν Jeoworeciay πωρέδωκαν (οἱ 
πατέρες), ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀγράφοις τισὶ παραδόσεσι . . .. πόϑεν τὸ τρὶς βαπτίζειν; 
πόϑεν τὸ κατ᾽ ἀνατολὰς εὔχεσλαι; πόϑεν ἡ τῶν μυστηρίων παράδοσις, κ. τ. A. 
Comp. Orat. 1. 16. p. 338. John Scotus Erigena, by drawing ἃ 
parallel between Scripture and reason, seems to subordinate 
tradition to both of them (and especially to reason) 1. 6. 71. p. 
39: Omnis autem auctoritas, que vera ratione non approbatur, 
infirma videtur esse. Vera autem ratio, quum virtutibus suis 
rata atque immutabilis munitur, nullius auctoritatis adstipula- 
tione roborari indiget. Nil enim aliud videtur mihi esse vera 
auctoritas, nisi rationis virtute cooperta veritas et a sacris 
patribus ad posteritatis utilitatem litteris commendata......... 
Ideoque prius ratione utendum est.........ac deinde auctoritate 
weooeeee tbId. iv. 9; Non sanctorum patrum sententiz, presertim 
si plurimis not sunt, introducende sunt, nisi ubi summa neces- 
sitas roborande ratiocinationis exegerit propter eos, qui cum 
sint rationis inscil, plus auctoritati quam rationi succumbunt.— 
Krigena however was almost alone in his views. Most writers 
adopted the definitions propounded by Augustine and Vincen- 
tius Lerinensis during the preceding period (comp. § 122.) 
Thus Alcuin admonished to adhere to the doctrine generally 
received, to abstain from the use of new terms, etc. ; in Ep. 
ad lTelic. Opp. i. p. 783. (comp. p. 791 ss.) He said: Porro 
nos intra terminos apostolice doctrine et sancte romane 
_ecclesiz firmiter stamus: illorum probatissimam sequentes auc- 
toritatem, et sanctissimis Inherentes doctrinis, nihil novi infe- 
rentes, nullaque recipientes, nisi que in illorum catholicis inve- 
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niuntur scriptis. Abelard, on the other hand, by his work: Sic 
et non, undermined the authority of the earher I athers, and 
consequently that of tradition. The authority of Aristotle was 
. added in later times to that of the church, till the authority of 
Scripture was again prominently brought forward as the highest 
and only true one in the age immediately preceding the Refor- 
mation (thus by Wycliffe.) 

(3). According to the Theol. naturalis of Raymund of Sabunde, 
God has granted to men two different books, viz. the book of 
nature, and the book of revelation; they neither can, nor must 
contradict each other; the latter however is not accessible to all, 
but only to the priests. Allknowledge must commence with the 
former, which is equally within the reach of the laity; every crea- 
ture is a character written by God himself. But the highest know- 
ledge is the love of God as the only thing which man can offer to 
the Deity of his own. Comp. Hase, Kirchengeschichte, p. 362. 
Tennemann vill. p. 964 ss.—In a similar manner St. Bernard 
asserted, that what he was able to accomplish in the way of in- 
terpreting Scripture, and what he understood of Divine things, 
he had acquired by contemplation and prayer, especially in 
forests and fields, and that he had had no other teacher than 
beeches and oaks; see Neander, der heilige Bernhard, p. 6. 
Comp. Bruder Bertholds Predigten edited by Kling p. 113., 
where the same notion of two books (heaven and earth) occurs.* 

4) Thus the Spirituales in. particular attached great impor- 
tance to the Evangélium xternum (prophecies of Joachim abbot 
of Flore in Calabria, who died a. p. 1202.) On the said work 
comp. Engelhardt, Kirchenhistorische Abhandlungen, Erl. 1832. 
No. 1. Extracts from it are given by d’Argentrée, Coll. judi- 
ciorum de novis error. Paris 1728. T. 1. p. 163 ss. 

6) Some writers went so far as to make the most daring as- 
sertions ; thus David of Dinanto maintained, that God had made 
communications by Ovid no less than by Augustine, Engelhardt, 
l. ce. p. 255. The Beguines taught, quod homo magis tenetur 
sequi instinctum interiorem, quam veritatem evangelii, quod 


a It is worthy of observation that Scripture is much more firmly establish- 
ed than tradition, which undergoes more or less frequent changes, and is 
sometimes substituted by something else, as in the above case by nature ; John 
Scotus Erigena introduced reason in the room of tradition, and the mystics 
did the same with regard to internal revelation. 
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quotidie predicatur ; see the epistle of John, bishop of Stras- 
burg, in Mosheim, 1. c. p. 258. Comp. § 161. 


8. 160. 
THE CANON OF THE BIBLE AND BIBLICAL CRITICISM, 


In accordance with what had been decided in the pre- 
ceding period respecting the Canon of the Bible, the 
Latin church generally regarded the books commonly 
called the Apocrypha of the Old Testament as a part of 
1.1.) The Paulicians in the East rejected (like the 
Gnostics) the Old Test. and the writings of Peter.@-) 
But as late as the age of the Carlovingians doubts were 
entertained even within the pale of the catholic church 
itself respecting the genuineness of various parts of the 
Old Testament.@ 


() Comp. the Canon of Isidore Hispalensis de eceles. Off. 3. 
p. 12. and the decisions of synods on this point. See also John 
Damase. iv. 17. quoted by Munscher ed. by von Colln ii. p. 106. 
Concerning the apocryphal writings some western theologians, 
such as Odo of Clugny, Hugo of St. Victor, John of Salisbury, 
Hugo of St. Caro, and others, appealed to Jerome, but the 
Canon of Augustine was more generally adopted. See Munscher, 
lc. p. 107. and Liebner, Hugo von 50. Victor, p. 129. 

@) According to Petrus Siculus, quoted by Wettstein Neues 
Test. u. p. 681. de Wette, Einleitung ins Neue Test. p. 281. 

@ « The monks of the monastery of St. Gallen ventured to 
“ point out what they thought unworthy of God in the Canon of 
‘ the Sacred Seriptures. Concerning the books of Chronicles 
‘ and Esther, their opinion was: in eis littera non pro auctori- 
‘ tate, tantum pro memoria tenetur. They judged, in like 
‘ manner of the book of Judith, and of the Maccabees.” Jo- 
hannes von Muller, Geschichte der Schweizerischen Eidgenossen, 
Book i. ch. 12. p. 287. according to Notker, de interpretat. S. S. 
ad Salomonem in Pez. thes. aneed. Τὶ i. 


INSPIRATION. 435 | 
§ Loi 
INSPIRATION. 


Generally speaking, the notions hitherto entertained 
respecting inspiration continued to prevail in the 
church.) The assertion of Agobard, Archbishop of 
Lyons, that the sacred penmen had not always adhered 
to the rules of the grammar, called forth decided opposi- 
tion on the part of Fredegis, abbot of Tours, against which 
Agobard defended himself with good common sense.(?.) 
Huthymius Zigabenus met with less opposition on the 
part of the Greek church, though he did not hesitate 
to give his opinion respecting the discrepancies respect- 
ing the different evangelists.4-) The scholastic divines 
endeavoured to define more precisely the idea of inspiva- 
tion,‘4) while the mystics more or less confounded the 
idea of the inspiration of Holy Writ with that of Divine 
inspiration in general.@-) On the whole, it ought to be 
borne in mind, that the theologians of the present period, 
whose tendency was of a poetic nature, continued to be- 
lieve in the power of Divine inspiration (which they ex- 
tended beyond the Canon of the Bible), and were far from 
restricting the fulness of the manifestations of the Divine 
Spirit within the narrow limits of a single book, how- 
ever much importance might be attached to its Divine 
origin.) 


(. Joh. Dam. de fide orth. iv. c. 17. (Opp. i. p. 282): Διὰ 
πνεύματος τοίνυν ἁγίου ὅ τε νόμος καὶ οἱ προφῆται, εὐαγγελισταὶ χαὶ ἀπόστολοι 
καὶ ποιμένες ἐλάλησαν καὶ διδάσκαλοι. Πᾶσο τοίνυν γραφὴ Jeomvevoros πάν- 
rug καὶ ὠφέλιμος x τι A. (1 Tim. i. 16.) 

@.) Agobard ad Fredegisium Abbatem. (Opp. Par. p. 157 ss.) 
Abbot Fredegis would have extended infallibility even to tran- 
slators and commentators. Concerning the sacred penmen 
themselves, Fredegis asserted: turpe est credere Spir. Sanctum, 
qui omnium gentium linguas mentibus Apostolorum infudit, 
rusticitatem potius per eos, quam nobilitatem uniuscujusque 
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linguze locutum esse; hence he further maimtained: ut non 
solum sensum predicationis et modos vel argumenta dictionum 
Spir. S. eis inspiraverit, sed etiam ipsa corporalia verba extrin- 
secus in ora illorum ipse formaverit. Agobard replied as fol- 
lows: Quod si ita sentitis, quanta absurditas sequetur, quis 
dinumerare poterit ?.........Restat ergo ut sicut ministerio ange- 
lico vox articulata formata est in ore asine, ita dicatis formari 
in ore Prophetarum, et tunc talis etiam absurditas sequetur, ut 
si tali modo verba et voces verborum acceperunt, sensum igno- 
rarent; sed absit talia deliramenta cogitare. THe quoted seve- 
ralinstances from Scripture relative to differences of style, and 
to confessions on the part of writers themselves, 6. g. Exod. iv. 
and 1 Cor. i.—Laus divine sapientiz (he continued) in sacris 
mysteriis et in doctrina spiritus invenitur, non in inyentionibus 
verborum.........Vos 516 laudatis, ut laude vestra magis minore- 
tur, quam augeatur (divina majestas), quoniam in his, que ex- 
trinsecus sunt, dicitis nobilitatem linguarum ministrasse Apos- 
tolis Spiritum Sanctum, ut confuse et indifferenter cum Apostolis 
omnes interpretes et quoscunque expositores laudetis et defen- 
datis. “ Near as Agobard was to drawing a precise distinction 
between the Divine and that which is peculiarly human in the 
idea of inspiration,” yet he was far from “ fully developing it.” 
Neander, Kirchengeschichte iv. p. 388. (Thus Agobard sup- 
posed, p. 164. that the sacred penmen could have written better 
if they would have done so, but that they accommodated them- 
selves to human infirmities.) 

(2) Comment. in Evang. Matth. 6. xi. 8. T. i. p. 465. ed. de 
Matthei. Comp. Schréckh, Kirchengesch. xxvii. p. 310. That 
one evangelist sometimes relates what is omitted by another etc., 
he simply attributes to the circumstance, that they did not very 
exactly recollect all the events of the life of Christ, because it 
was not till a considerable space of time had elapsed that they 
composed their narratives. 

() « However much the scholastic divines have done in the 
‘developement of all the other ideas which determine the 
‘sphere of revelation, and however much we owe to them, es- 
‘pecially as regards the fact that they defined the objective 
‘idea of a miracle, their definitions concerning this point (the 
‘doctrine of inspiration) are very scanty. This point was as- 
‘sumed as an ἀρχὴ πρώτη, which needed no further. proof, inas- 
‘much as the whole Christian church moved in this element.’ 

tudelbach, die Lehre von der Inspiration der heiligen Schrift 
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(comp. ὃ 82.) p. 48.49. We find however more precise defini- 
tions in the writings of the principal scholastic divines, Thomas 
Aquinasand Duns Scotus. The former treats of the subject 
in question in his Summa theolog. Pars i. qu. 1. the latter in his 
Prol. Sententt. qu. 2. quoted by Munscher ed. by von Colln 1. ὁ. 
Ὁ. 103 —5. 

©) On this point too the opinions were different. The more 
considerate mystics, such as the followers of St. Victor, adhered 
closely to the Sacred Scriptures, and ascribed inspiration te 
them in a peculiar sense. Comp. Léebner, Hugo von St. Victor 
Ῥ. 128 ss. (little is there said respecting the idea of inspiration 
itself, but the inspiration of the Scriptures is everywhere pre- 
supposed.) Hugo supposed that in some instances the sacred 
penmen had drawn from their ewn resources, ¢. g. the author of 
Ecclesiastes, see Liebner p. 160.; but in other places he dis- 
tinguished between the Divine and that which is peculiarly hu- 
man. ‘Thus he observed concerning Obadiah, that he combined 
profound ideas with a plain style, and wassparing in words, but 
rich in thoughts, ibid. p. 163. .Savonarola, whose opinions were 
allied to those of the mystics, also believed that the Sacred 
Scriptures are strictly.speaking inspired by God; but he pro- 
eeeded on the principle (as Clement of Alexandria and Chry- 
sostom had done before him, comp. § 32. note 8. and §119. note 
.4.), that the gospels were originally written not so much on 
tables of stone, or sheets of paper, as into hearts of flesh by 
means of the finger and power ef the Holy Ghost. He admitted 
at the same time that limitation according to which God -did 
not use the sacred writers as instruments which have no will of 
their own, but suffered women to talk as women, and shepherds 
as shepherds etc. see Rudelbach, Savonarola, p. 335. 386. Sa- 
vonarola however did not limit inspiration to the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, inasmuch as it is well known that he ascribed prophetic 
gifts to himself, though without making any boast of them. 
Concerning this prophetic gift, as well as that claimed by Jo- 
achim and Brigitta, see Rudelbach 1. ὁ. p. 297 ss.; the views of 


4 Similar definitions were set forth concerning the prophets of the Old Test. 
by the rabbin of the middle ages, Moses Maimonides and others, see Rudel- 
bach 1. c. p. 50 55. And how much attention some of the schoolmen must 
have given to the subject in question, may be seen from the circumstance that 
Anselm spent whole nights in meditating on it, see Mohler I. c. p. 52. 
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Savonarola himself on this subject are given ibid. p. 303. (they - 


are taken from the Compendium revelationum.)—The fanatic 
mystics on the contrary maintained, in opposition to Scripture, 
that being filled with the Holy Spirit, they were above the law, 
see Mosheim de Beguinis p. 216., or openly taught: multa in 
Evangeliis esse poética, que non sunt vera, sicut est illud: 
Venite, benedicti ete. Item, quod magis homines debent cre- 
dere humanis conceptibus, qui procedunt ex corde, quam doc- 
trine evangelice. Item, aliquos ex eis posse meliores libros re- 
parare omnibus libris catholice fidei etc. quoted by Mosheim 
1, c. p. 258.—Comp. § 159. 

©) Thomas Aquinas says I. qu. xii. art 13. (the passage re- 
fers properly speaking to the visions recorded in Scripture, but 
admits of a more general application) : lumen naturale intellec- 
tus confortatur per infusionem luminis gratuiti et interdum 
etiam phantasmata in imaginatione hominis formantur divinitus, 
magis exprimentia res divinas, quam ea, que naturaliter a sensi- 
bilibus accipimus. ‘“ Such an extraordinary and direct in- 
spiration was formerly ascribed to Thomas, Scotus and other 
theologians, when the accounts of frequent appeagxances and 
visits on the part of God, as well as other blessed and 
holy persons were generally believed.” Semler, introduction 
to Baumgarten 11. p. 63. It was the opinion of the mystics that 
higher divine inspiration was still vouchsafed to the pious. 
Gerson consid. X.: Intelligentia simplex est vis anime cognitiva, 
suscipiens immediate a Deo naturalem quandam lucem, in qua 
et per quam principia prima cognoscuntur esse vera et certissi- 
ma terminis apprehensis (quoted by Liebner, Hugo von St. Vic- 
tor, p. 840., where further details are given respecting the mys- 
tical doctrine of revelation as held by Hugo and Richard of St. 
Victor.) The reader may compare with this opinion the views 
of Tauler (Predigten i. p. 124.), who made a distinction between 
active and passive reason. The latter must act upon the former; 
but it receives its own revelations from God. In accordance 
with earlier notions inspiration was extended even to worldly 
subjects, 6. g. to poetry. Thus it is said in the biography of St. 
Elizabeth concerning the singers onthe Wartburg: “they contend- 
ed against each other with songs, and enriched their songs with 
pretty mysteries which they had borrowed from Holy Writ, with- 
ous being very learned men: for God had revealed it to them ;” 
see Koberstein, uber das Gedicht vom Wartburgkriege. Naum- 
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burg 1823. 4. Append. p.65. Comp. also Konrad von Wiirz- 
burg’s Trojanerkrieg m Wackernagels Lesebuch i. col. 706. 


8. 162. 


INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE.—EXTENT OF THE PERUSAL 
OF THE BIBLE. 


A sound interpretation which rests on a grammatico- 
historical basis, was scarcely known in consequence of 
the neglect of philological studies, and it was not until the 
close of this period, that a new light began to dawn. 
Scripture was interpreted either in close and slavish ac- 
cordance with the dictates of the church and tradition, 
or in an arbitrary and allegorical manner ; the former was 
the system adopted by the advocates of subtile scholas- 
ticism, the latter that of speculative mystics.) John 
Scotus Hrigena taught an infinite sense of Seripture,@:) 
others adopted Origen’s notions of a threefold, or Au- 
oustine’s idea of a fourfold sense of Scripture, while some 
even went so far as to speak of a sevenfold or eightfold 
sense.) Principles of interpretation however were not 
altogether overlooked; some of them were practically 
useful.4) The rulers of the church endeavoured (from 
fear of heresy) to restrict the perusal of the Bible on the 
part of the people, while private individuals were anx- 
ious to recommend it.) Sound scriptural views and 
biblical interpretation are found in the writings of John 
Wessel, the characteristic feature of whose theology is a bib- 
lical tendency) | 


1. See Liebner, Hugo of St. Victor p. 132. 133.: “ They [the 
‘ commentators of the present period] would either rest satisfied 
‘with collecting the interpretations of the Fathers according 
‘ to the popular notion of a threefold sense of Scripture ; or they 
‘ would pursue an independent course of exegesis, so as to dis- 
‘pense with all investigations of a philosophical and antiquarian 
‘ character, further to develope the said notion of a threefold 


440 TOE AGE OF SCHOLASTICISM. 


‘sense, and to indulge freely in those speculations to which a 
‘right or wrong apprehension of the Latin version of the Sacred 
‘ Scriptures would accidentally give rise. The former method 
‘was almost exclusively adopted till the eleventh century. 
‘ But it being found to be unsatisfactory, when from the middle 
‘of that century a new spiritual life began to manifest itself, 
‘and both mysticism and scholasticism were flourishing, the 
‘other method was resorted to. This new kind of mystico- 
‘ dialectic exegesis...... seems to have been principally developed, 
‘ though not first introduced, and brought into general use by 
‘Rupert of Duytz (he died a. p. 1135.) A wide and fertile 
‘field was thus opened for mystical and subtile investigations. 
‘ Both the mystics and scholastics, though each in his own way, 
‘brought now all their contemplations and speculations into 
‘ Scripture, and carried this often so far as to leave scarcely any 
‘traces of the simple meaning of holy writ.” 

@) De div. nat. 11, 24. p. 132 [134]: Infinitus conditor 
Sacre Scripture in mentibus prophetarum, Spiritus Sanctus, 
infinitos in ea constituit intellectus, ideoque nullius expositoris 
sensus sensum alterius aufert, dummodo sanz fidei catholiceeque 
professioni conveniat, quod quisque dicat, sive aliunde accipiens, 
sive a se ipso illuminatus, tamen a Deo inveniens. Comp iil. 
26. iv. 5. p. 164. 

(8) Thus Paschasius Radbert taught a threefold sense of 
Scripture, viz. 1. the literal (historical) sense, 2. the spiritual 
and mystical, (that which refers to the church), and 3. the moral 
(relative to the soul of every individual Christian.) Rabanus 
Maurus spoke of a fourfold sense: 1. History; 2. Allegory; 3. 
Tropology ; 4. Anagogy. Hugo of St Victor (see Liebner 1. ec. 
p- 133 ss.) and Savonarola (see Rudelbach p. 343.) did the 
same. Angelom, a monk at Luxeuil, held the notion of a seven- 
fold sense: 1. the historical, 2. the allegorical, 3. the inter- 
mediate sense which lies between the two preceding ones, 4. 
the tropical (that referring to the Trinity), 5. the parabolical, 
6. that sense which has regard to the two natures of Christ, 
and 7. the moral; see Pez. thesaurus Tom. i. and Schmid, 
Mysticismus des Mittelalters p. 76. Concerning the eightfold 
sense, see Marrier on Odonis Cluniaccnsis moralia in Iobum 
(Bibl. Max. Patr. T. xvi. p.. 315.) 1. Sensus literalis vel hig- 
toricus, 2. allegoricus vel parabolicus, 3. tropologicus vek ety- 
mologicus, 4, anagogicus vel analogicus, 5. typicus vel ex- 
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emplaris, 6. anaphoricus vel proportionalis, 7. mysticus vel 
apocalypticus, 8. boarcademicus vel primordialis (i. e. quo ipsa 
principia rerum comparantur cum beatitudine eterna et tota 
dispensatione salutis, veluti loquendo de regno Dei, quod omnia 
sint ad Deum ipsum, unde manarunt, reditura). The threefold 
sense of Scripture was itself mystically interpreted, 6. g. by St. 
Bernard (Sermo 92. de diversis.) The bridegroom conducts 
the bride, 1. into the garden: the historical sense; 2. into the 
different cellars for spices, fruit and wine: the moral sense ; 
3. into the cubiculum: the mystical sense. And Hildebert of 
Mans compared the fourfould sense of Scripture to the four legs 
of the table of the Lord (Sermo ii. in fest. assumtionis Maric.) 
See Lentz, Geschichte der Homiletik i. p. 275. 

ο 6) Thus Hugo of St. Victor cautioned against indulging in 
allegorical interpretation, and asserted the equally great im- 
portance of literal interpretation, prenott. ὁ. 5. quoted by Lieb- 
ner p. 142. But his own expositions are sometimes fanciful 
and trifling, as may be seen from the examples adduced by 
Liebner p. 163.—Thomas Aquinas laid down the following 
principle (Summa P. 1. Qu. 102. Art. 1.): In omnibus, que S. 
Scriptura tradit, pro fundamento tenenda veritas historica et 
desuper spirituales expositiones fabricande.—According to 
Savonarola the first condition of a productive system of inter- 
pretation is to have the same spirit, in which the sacred books 
are written, ¢.¢. the spirit of faith etc. See Rudelbach p. 
990 8S. 

(Ὁ) See the prohibitions of Pope Innecent III. (a. p. 1199.), 
of the Concil. Tolosanum (a. Ὁ. 1299.) Canon the 14th, Cone. 
Tarragonense (a. Ὁ. 1234.) ὁ. 2. quoted by Mimscher ed. by 
von Colln p. 109., and the works of Ussher, Wharton, 
Hegelmaicr and Onymus, which are there mentioned. 

(6) Thus John Damascenus iv. 17. recommended the perusal 
of the Sacred Scriptures, though in a rather fanciful manner. 
He called them τὸν κάλλιστον παράδεισον, τὸν εὐώδη, τὸν γλυκύτατον, τὸν 


ὡρχιότατον, τὸν παντοίοις τῶν νοερῶν -)εοφόρων ὀρνέων κελαδήμασι περιηχοῦντα 
ἡμῶν τὰ ὦτα x τ. Δ. Anselm also strongly recommended the 
perusal of the Bible in his Tractatus asceticus, quoted by Mohler 
loc. p. 62. Bonaventura (Principium in libros sacros) did the 
same. Comp. Lentz, Geschichte der Homiletik 1. p. 290. 
Concerning the Biblia Pauperum of Bonaventura compare 
Lentz]. c. Respecting the effects produced by the perusal of 
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the Scriptures upon the Waldenses see the account given by 
Rainerius in the thirteenth century, in the Bibl. Patr. Lugd. T. 
xxv., quoted by Neander, kleine Gelegenheitsschriften p. 162. ; 
concerning the efforts of the friars of common life for the 
spread of biblical knowledge among the people, see Neander 1. 
c. p. 182 note.—Gerhard Zerbolt, a priest, who was a member 
of the association of pious Christians at Deventer, composed a 
treatise: de utilitate lectionis sacrarum litterarum in lingua 
vulgari: see Jacobi Revii Daventria illustrata p. 41. Extracts 
from it are given by Neander I. c. 

“) Ullmann, Johann Wessel, p. 190 ss. 
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SECOND SECTION. 


THEOLOGY. 


(INCLUSIVE OF COSMOLOGY, ANGELOLOGY, DEMONOLOGY, Erc.) 


8. 163. 


THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 


‘Tue proofs of the existence of God have their proper 
origin in the scholastic philosophy. That which former- 
ly was but the semblance of an argument, now appeared 
in the form of a philosophical demonstration. Thus the 
cosmological proof of Diodore of Tarsus was fully de- 
‘veloped by John Damascenus,“) the ontological proof of 
Augustine and Boethius was established with philosophi- 
cal precision by Anselm of Canterbury.?) Gaunilo, a 
monk, resting on a kind of empirical and popular phi- 
losophy, raised objections of a somewhat futile nature to 
the proof of Anselm, which were ingeniously refuted by 
the latter.@) The fate which the said proof met with, 
was various.4) While Hugo of St. Victor endeavoured 
to prove the existence of God in a different way, viz. 
from contingency,@) the theologians of the thirteenth 
century in general, and Thomas Aquinas in particular 
returned to the argument of Anselm, though they 
modified it in various ways.@) Raimund of Sabunde 
propounded what is called the moral proof, according to 
which the existence of an eternal author of reward and 
punishment is inferred from the moral freedom and 
accountability of rational creatures.) And lastly, we 
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may mention the Azstorical proof of Savonarola®) and 
others, who endeavoured to demonstrate the existence of 
God from the consensus gentium.— There were however 
those who showed the unsatisfactory nature of the said 
arguments, or at least abstained from the use of all proofs 
of such a nature, and simply appealed to the direct 
manifestations of God in the heart of man. John Duns 
Scotus 9) and William Ockham) belonged to the for- 
mer, John Wessel!) and most of all the mystics be- 
longed to the latter.@2) | 


") De fide orthod. i. 3. John Damascenus proceeds from the 
principle : ἡ γνῶσις τοῦ εἶναι edv φυσικῶς ἡμῖν éynuréeoraorai—hbut this 
consciousness of God was impaired by sin. God restored it by 
his revelation which was accompanied by miracles. The feeble 
endeavours of establishing proofs of the existence of God now 
come in the room of miracles. He enumerates the following 
proofs: 1. the proof ex rerum mutabilitate (the cosmological); 
2. the proof ex earum conservatione et gubernatione, and 3. ex 
rerum ordinato situ (the last two may be comprehended under 
the designation physico-theological proof.) As for the first, 
he argues as follows: Πάντα τὼ ὕντω ἢ κτιστά ἐστιν, ἡ ἄκτιστα" εἰ μὲν 
οὖν χτιστὰ, πάντως nal σρεαστά" ᾧ γὰρ τὸ εἶναι ἀπὸ τροπῆς ἤρξατο, ταῦτα τῇ 
φροπῇ ὑποκείδεται πάντως, ἢ φϑ)ειρύμενω, ἢ κατὰ προαίρεσιν ἀλλοιούμενον" εἰ δὲ 
ἄκτιστα, κατὰ τὸν τῆς ἀκολουλίας λόγον, πάντως καὶ ἄτρεπτα' ὧν γὰρ τὸ 
εἶναι ἐναντίον, τούτων καὶ ὁ τοῦ πῶς εἶναι λόγος ἐναντίος, ἤγουν αἱ ἰδιότητες" τίς 
οὖν οὐ συνδήσεται, πάντα τὰ ὄντα, ὅσα ὑπὸ τὴν ἡμετέραν αἴσϑησιν, ἀλλὰ μὴν καὶ 
ἀγγέλους σρέπεσϑαι καὶ ἀλλοιοῦσλδαι καὶ πολυτρόπως HIVELO NOLS ον οἷος 
σρεπτὼὰ τοίνυν ὄντα, πάντως καὶ κτιστὰ" χτιστὰ δὲ ὄντα, πάντως ὑπό τινος ἐδημιουρ- 
γήϑησαν" δεῖ δὲ τὸν δημιουργὸν ἄκτιστον εἶναι" εἰ γὰρ κἀκεννος ἐχτίσϑη, πάντως ὑπό 
σινος ἐκτίσγη, ἕως ἂν ἔλωμεν εἰς τι ἄκτιστον" ἄκτιστος οὖν ὧν ὃ δημιουργὶς. 
πάντως χαὶ ἄτρεπτός ἐστι. τοῦτο δὲ τί ἂν ἄλλο εἴη, ἢ ϑεός ; Comp. the 
method adopted by Diodore of Tarsus § 123. note 3. Con- 
cerning the physico-theological proof he followed the earlier 
theologians, especially Athanasius, and Gregory of Nazianzum. 

(ὦ) We can give here only the knots of the argument, the 
thread of reasoning must be seen from the connection. Monol. 
i.: Cum tam innumerabilia bona sint, quorum tam multam 
diversitatem et sensibus corporeis experimur et ratione mentis 
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discernimus, estne credendum esse unum aliquid, per quod 
unum sunt bona queecunque bona sunt aut sunt bona alia per 
aliud ?......[1[.: Denique non solum omnia bona per idem ali- 
quid sunt bona et omnia magna per idem aliquid sunt magna, 
sed quicquid est per wrum aliquid videtur esse.......Quoniam 
ergo cuncta que sunt, sunt per ipsum unum: procul dubio et 
ipsum unum est per se ipsum. Quecunque igitur alia sunt, 
sunt per aliud, et ipsum solum per se ipsum. At quicquid est 
per aliud, minus est quam iulud per quod cuncta sunt alia et 
quod solum est per se, quare illud quod est per se, maxime 
omnium est. Est igitur unum aliquid, quod solum maxime 
et summe omnium est; quod autem maxime omnium est et per 
quod est quicquid est bonum vel magnum, et omnino quicquid 
est aliquid est, id necesse est esse summe bonum et summe 
magnum et summum omnium que sunt. Quare est aliquid, 
quod sive essentia, sive substantia, sive natura dicatur, optimum 
et maximum est et summum omnium que sunt. Comp. § 123. 
note 4. The mode of argument which is found Prosl. ¢. 2. is 
more original (he there proceeds from the reality of an idea.) 
The fool may say in his heart: There is no God (Ps. xiv. 1.), 
but he thereby shows himself a fool, because he asserts some- 
thing which is contradictory in itself. He has the idea of God 
in him, but denies its reality. But if God exists in idea, he 
must also exist in reality. Otherwise the real God, whose ex- 
istence we may comprehend, would be superior to the one who 
exists only in imagination, and consequently would be superior 
to the highest imaginable object, which is absurd; hence it 
follows, that that, beyond which nothing can be conceived to 
exist, really exists (thus idea and reality coincide.) Convincitur 
ergo insipiens, esse vel in intellectu aliquid, quo nihil majus 
cogitari potest: quia hoc cum audit, intelligit, et quicquid 
intelligitur in intellectu est. Et certe id, quo majus cogitari 
nequit, non potest esse in intellectu solo. $i enim vel in solo 
intellectu est, potest cogitari esse et in re, quod majus est. Si 
ergo id, quo majus cogitari non potest, est in solo intellectu: 
id ipsum, quo majus Cogitari non potest, est quo majus cogitari 
potest: sed certe hoe esse non potest. Existit ergo procul 
dubio aliquid, quo majus cogitari non valet et in intellectu et in 
re. If therefore the fool says: there is no God, he says it in- 
deed, and may perhaps even think it. But there is a difference 
between thought and thought. To imagine a thing which 1s 
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like a word without meaning, e. g. that fire is water (a mere 
sound, an absurdity!), is very different from conceiving a 
thought which corresponds to the word by which it is expressed. 
It is only according to the former mode of thinking (which 
destroys the thought itself), that the fool can say: there is no 
God, but not according to the latter. 

© Gaunilo was a monk in the monastery of Marmoutier. 
He wrote: Liber pro insipiente adv. Anselmi in Proslogio ra- 
tiocinationem (in Anselmi Opp. p. 32. Gerb. p. 53.)* The idea 
of a thing does not necessarily imply its reality; there are many 
false ideas. Yea, it is very questionable, whether we can at all 
form an idea of God, since he is above all idea...... If one in 
speaking of an island which he asserted to be more perfect and 
lovely than all known islands, would infer its existence from 
this that it could not be more perfect, if it did not exist, we 
should hardly know whether to think him the greatest fool who 
conducted such an argument, or him who gave his assent to it. 
The opposite method is to be adopted ; we must first prove the 
existence of the island, and may then show that its excellence 
surpasses that of all others, etc. “ It is easy to perceive that 
Gaunilo argued against Anselm from the empirical point of view, 
and consequently took quite a different ground.” Mohler, 1. ὁ. 
p- 152. Anselm defended himself against Gaunilo in his trea- 
tise: Liber apologeticus contra Gaunilonem respondentem pro 
insipiente (it is also called contra Insipientem, Opp. p. 34. Ger- 
beron, p. 37.) He returns to the above distinction between 
thought and thought, and rejects the illustration taken from the 
island as altogether inappropriate. He observes, that if Gaunilo 
could really imagine an island more perfect than could ever be 
conceived, he would make him a present of it. “In the opi- 
‘nion of Anselm the idea of the most perfect being was a ne- 
‘ cessary idea, between which, and the arbitrary and imaginary 
‘ notion of a most excellent island no parallel could be drawn.” 
Mohler, p. 153. (Comp. Hegel, Encyclopedie der philosophis- 
chen Wissenschaften. 2d edit. 1827. p.61 ss. Ὁ. 181. : “ Anselm 
‘ was right in declaring only that to be perfect which exists not 
‘only subjectively, but also objectively. In vain we affect to 


a Anselm was probably unacquainted with the author of the treatise in 
question. It is quoted as the work wncerti auctoris in the earlier editions of 
Anselm’s works. Comp. Gerberon, T. 1. p. ii. 
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‘despise this proof, commonly called the ontological, and this 
‘ definition of the perfect set forth by Anselm; it is inherent in 
‘the mind of every unprejudiced man, and re-appears in every 
‘ system of philosophy, though against the knowledge and even 
‘the will of philosophers, as well as in the principle of direct 
‘ faith.””) On the question, whether the proof of Anselm can be 
properly called a proof, see Mohler, 1. ο. p. 154. Respecting 
the entire controversy comp. Ziegler, W. C. L., Beitrag zur 
Geschichte des Glaubens an Gott. Gott. 1792. 8. 

(ὦ) The theory of Anselm ‘“ has gained a considerable histo- 
‘rical reputation. It was not only applied in different ways, 
‘and further developed by eminent writers, but up to the pre- 
‘sent day it has been either opposed or defended, according to 
‘the respective character of every philosophical school.” 
Mohler, p. 150. 

(5.) « Hugo did not perceive the depth of Anselm’s idea, since 
‘he was deceived by the superficial, dialectic reasoning of Gau- 
‘nilo.” Liebner, Hugo von St. Victor, p. 369. The argument 
from contingency which Peter of Poitiers afterwards adopted, 
is given in Hugo’s treatise: de sacramentis ὁ. 7—9. de tribus 
dieb. c. 17. quoted by Liebner, p. 369. 70. It is as follows: 
Reason which, as the creature and image of God, is able to 
know him, is distinguished from the body in which it dwells, 
and from all that is sensuous, as that which is invisible and spi- 
ritual. But it is aware that it has not always been either active 
or conscious of itself, and that therefore there was a time when 
it did not exist: for it is impossible to conceive of a faculty of 
perception without beginning and consciousness. It must there- 
fore have had a commencement. Possessing a spiritual nature, 
it cannot possibly derive its origin from the sensuous, but must 
necessarily have been created out of nothing; hence it follows 
that it owes its existence to an external author. But the author 
himself cannot have been created, for all that is created cannot 
give existence to another being. We must therefore assume 
the existence of an independent and eternal being as the first 
cause. -(This proof occupies, as it were, an intermediate posi- 
tion between the cosmological and the ontological. The cosmo- 
logical proof has the world for its foundation, the ontological 
the idea, and the argument of Hugo rests on the basis of the 
spirit.) Hugo made also use of the cosmological and physico- 
theological proofs, the latter of which was at that time the most 
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popular. Nor made Peter Lombard use of the proof of Anselm ; 
Sententt. 1. dist. 3. comp. Munscher ed. by von Colln, ii. p. 34. 

©) Summe, P. i. Qu. 2. Art. i. Minscher ed. by von Célln, p. 
30. Schrockh xxix. p. 77. His argument amounts to this, that 
the proposition ; “ God exists,” may be regarded as established, 
if considered in itself (quantum in se est), since predicate and 
subject do not differ; but it is not so in regard to ourselves. 
Thomas connected the various modes of argumentation with 
each other on the principle which had previously been adopted 
by Richard of St. Victor, de Trin. 1. ¢. 6 8s. (comp. Engel- 
hardt Richard von St. Victor, p. 99 ss.) He enumerated five 
different kinds of proof: 1. that derived from the first moving 
principle (primum movens), which is not itself moved by any 
other principle; 2. that derived from the first great cause 
, (causa efficiens); 3. that derived from what is necessary by it- 
self (per se necessarium) (these first three kinds form together 
the cosmological proof in its dialectic form); 4. that derived 
from the gradation of things (or the argument from the imper- 
fect to the absolute perfect ; Augustine and Anselm had pro- 
pounded the same proof) ; 5. that derived from the adaptation 
of things (the physico-theological, or teleological proof.) 

“) Abelard had previously directed attention to this proof 
(Theol. christ. v. Marténe, p. 1489.), but not so much to a strictly 
cogent proof (magis honestis, quam necessaris rationibus niti- 
mur), as to the voice of conscience. Quam honestum vero sit 
ac salubre omnia ad unum optimum tam rectorem quam condi- 
torem spectare et cuncta potius ratione quam casu ΠΟΥ seu reg, 
nullus est ui proptiz ratio non suggerat conscientie. Que 
enim sollicitudo bonorum nobis operum inesset, si quem nec 
amore nec timore vereremur, Deum penitus ignoraremus? δ 
spes aut malitiam refreenaret potentum, aut ad bona eos allice- 
ret opera, si omnium justissimus ac potentissimus frustra crede- 
retur? Ponamus itaque, ut dum bonis prodesse ac placere 
querimus, obstinatos cogere non possimus, cum ora eorum non 
necessariis obstruamus argumentis. Ponamus, inquam, hoc si 
volunt ; sed opponamus, quod nolunt, summam corum impuden- 
tiam arguentes, si hoe calumniantur, quod refellere nullo modo 
possunt, et quod plurima tam honestate quam utilitate com- 
mendatur. Inquiramus eos, qua ratione malint eligere, Deum 
non esse, quam esse, et cum ad neutrum cogi necessario possint 
et alterum multis commendetur rationibus, alterum nullis, ini- 
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quissimam eorum confundamus impudentiam, qui id quod opti- 
mum esse non dubitent, omnibusque est tam rationibus, quam 
auctoritatibus consentaneum, sequi respuant et contrarium com- 
plectantur—tThe argument used by aimund had more of the 
form of a proof, Theolog. natural. Tit. 83. quoted by Munscher 
ed. by von Colln, p. 88. Tennemann, Geschichte der Philos. 
vill. p. 964 ss. Since man is an accountable being, but can nei- 
ther reward nor punish himself, it follows, that there must be 
a being superior to him who bestows rewards and inflicts punish- 
ments; for if there were no such being, the life of man would 
be fruitless, a game of chance. As moreover the irrational 
creation is subject to man, and exists for his sake, it would fol- 
low, that it were a thing to no purpose, if no corresponding 
_ higher being were above man. But now we perceive order and 
harmony in the whole external creation which is subject to 
man ;* how can we suppose that less order exists in the moral 
world, than in the natural? ΑΒ the eye corresponds to things 
visible, the ear to things audible, and reason to things compre- 
hensible, so the moral actions of man must have their corre- 
sponding judgment and retribution, and consequently a judge 
and retributer. But this judge must possess a perfect know- 
ledge of all human actions, and an insight into their moral na- 
ture, that is to say, he must be omniscient; it is also evident, 
that he must be just in the highest sense of the word, and, 
lastly, he must be possessed of.unlimited power to. execute his 
judgments, or in other words, he must be almighty. But such 
a being cannot but be the most perfect of all beings, ὁ. e. God. 
(The similarity between this proof and that of Kant has often 
been pointed out.) 4 

®) Comp. Triumph. cruc. Lib. i. 6. 6. p. 38 ss. quoted by 
Meier, p. 245. 

9.) Sentent. 1. Dist. 2. Qu. 2. Art 1. quoted by Minscher ed. 
by von Colln, p. 37. Tiedemann, iv. p. 632. An objection was 
especially made to the proof derived from the necessarium per 
se, inasmuch as Scotus made a distinction between the ideas of 
possibility and necessity. 


@ Richard directs our attention to the gradation of beings. Some of them 
only exist (inorganic beings) ; others eaist and live (plants); still others ex- 
ist, live, and are susceptible of sensations (animals); and, lastly, some exist, 
live, are susceptible of sensations, and think (man.) In man all the other 
stages are repeated. 


256 
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0) Centiloqu. theol. Concl. 1. Tiedemann vy. p. 205. He 
opposed the principal argument of Aristotle derived from the 
πρῶτον κινοῦν. 

(11) Wessel reasoned as follows: The general and most direct 
means by which man attains God, is the original consciousness 
of God which is inherent in every rational spirit. As no place 
is so dark as not to receive some light or other from a sun-beam, 
80 no rational soul is without some sort of indwelling notion 
(notitia) of God...... (Ps. xix..6.). This knowledge however is 
not the same in all men, but developes itself differently in 
different persons according to their. other talents, and their 
whole moral and intellectual condition ; in like manner, the uni- 
versal light of the sun is differently.received by different objects 
according to their susceptibility, position and distance. Wessel 
designates the said simple and universal knowledge of God as 
the name of God, which dwells, as it were, in every spirit, 1s ex- 
pressed in every soul, and may therefore in every soul be 
brought to consciousness ; de orat. Lib. vy. Ullmann, p. 200. 

(5) Tauler, Predigten, vol. i. Ὁ. 58.: I possess a power in my 
soul which is in every way susceptible of God; I am as sure as 
I live, that no thing is so near to me, as God. God ts nearer ta 
me, than I am to myself, etc. Comp. the following § note 3. 


8. 164. 
GOD AS A BEING WHICH MAY BE COMPREHENDED. 


In proportion as men presume to prove the existence 
of God, they will pretend with more or less boldness to 
a knowledge of his nature. Hence the scholastic divines 
made the nature of God the special object of their spe- 
culations. Nevertheless they expressly asserted, that 
God cannot be comprehended, and admitted for the most 
part, that he can be known but partially by man.() 
(The views of Ockam on this subject bordered upon 
scepticism. )(-) The mystics on the contrary endeavour- 
ed, in opposition both to a cold dogmatism and to scepti- 
cism, to live a hidden life in God, and thus to obtain an 
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intuitive vision of God himself in his light, and of all 
things in God.) 


°) John Damascenus de fide orthod. i. 4. had taught, after the 
example of some of the earlier Fathers, that God does not come 
under the category of things (οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν ὄντων ἐστὶν), which 
amounts to nothing less than the modern speculative idea of 
God, 7. 6. to a nonentity. He 18 ὑπὲρ γνῶσιν πάντως καὶ ὑπὲρ οὐσίαν, 
and it is only by way of negation {δ ἀφαιρέσεως), that we acquire 
the knowledge of his attributes (comp. what Clement of Alex- 
andria said in an earlier period ὃ 37 note.) John Scotus Eri- 
gena went still farther, and assuming more than is lawful for 
man to do, he maintained, de divis. nat. ii. 28. p. 78.: that God 
does not know himself. Deus itaque nescit se quid est, quia 
non est guid; incomprehensibilis quippe in aliquo et sibi ipsi et 
omni intellectui—The more modest Anselm, on the contrary, re- 
turned to more correct views, by confessing frankly in his Mo- 
nolog., that God alone knows his own nature, and that no hu- 
man wisdom can so much as presume, to measure or to com- 
prehend the Divine wisdom. [Fr it is certain that what we as- 
eribe to God only relatively, does not express his nature (si quid 
de summa natura dicitur relative, non est ejus significativum 
substantize.) Compare the passages (from ec. 31.64. 65.) quoted 
by Miinscher ed. by von Colln, p. 44. and Mohler I. c. p. 154. 
55. Similar language occurs in Alan. ab Ins. de art. cathol. 
fidei. 16. 17. quoted by Pez. i. p. 482.—Resting on this basis 
Thomas Aquinas (Summe P.i. qu. 12. art. 12.) proved that man 
has no cognitionem quidditativam of God (ὦ. 6. he does not know 
God by himself,) but habitudinem ipsius ad creaturas, while 
Scotus (Sent. 1. Dist. 3. qu. 1. art. 1.) taught the opposite doc- 
trine. The final result of the controversy carried on between 
the Thomists and Scotists de cognitione Dei quidditativa was, 
that it was decided, that man has a cognitio quidditatis Dei, but 
nota cognitio quidditativa, ἡ, 6. that he may know the nature of 
God (in opposition to a mere accidental and superficial notion,) 
but that he cannot know God thoroughly, 7. 6. in such a manner 
as that no part of his nature should be concealed from man.)* 


a Cajetanus Summe P. 1. Qu. 12. de arte et essentiac. 6. qu. 4: Aliud 
est cognoscere quidditatem s. cognitio quidditatis, aliud est cognitio quiddita- 
tiva s. cognoscere quidditative. Cognoscit nempe leonis quidditatem quicun- 
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Comp. the passages quoted by Minscher ed. by von Colln p., 
63. 64. and Kberhard, naturliche Theologie der Scholastiker, p. 
52—66.—Durandus of St. Pourcain informs us (in Magistri 
Sentent. 1. Dist. 3. Qu. 8.) of a threefold way which leads to the 
knowledge of God: 1. Via eminentizw, which ascends from the 
excellencies of creatures to the highest excellencies, ἡ. 6. to the 
perfect God. 2. Via causalitatis, which ascends from the phe- 
nomena of creation to the first cause. 3. Via remotionis, 
which begins with changeable and dependent existence, and 
ends with necessary and absolute existence.— Alexander Hales 
used similar and still simpler expressions (Summa P. i. Qu. 
2. Membr. i. Art. 2.): Dicendum, quod est cognitio de Deo 
per modum positionis et per modum privationis. Per modum 
privationis cognoscimus de Deo, quid non est, per modum posi- 
tionis quid est. Divina substantia in sua immensitate non est 
cognoscibilis ab anima rationali cognitione positiva, sed est cog- 
noscibilis cognitione privativa. ‘Comp. Munscher ed. by von 
Colln l.c. On the endeavours of later Greek theologians, e. g. 
Nicholas of Methone, (especially after the example of Dionysius 
the Areopagite) to represent the insufficiency of our knowledge 
and terminology respecting Divine things, see Ullmann 1. ο. p. 
72—74.: The Divine is in no wise to be confounded and com- 
pared with all that exists: on the whole, 10 would be better to 
express in an exaggerated and exceptional manner (ὑπεροχικῶς καὶ 
κατεξαίρετον) all that 1s predicated of the Divine ete. 

2) QOckam founded his definitions, which differed only for- 
mally, (like Alexander Hales) upon the positive and negative 
knowledge of God (Quodl. theol. 1. Qu. 1.); he has such as the 
following : Deus est aliquid nobilius et aliquid melius omni alio 
ase and: Deus est quo nihil est melius, prius vel perfectius. 
He combated the arguments of the earlier scholastics, Centiloqu. 
Concl. 2. quoted by Munscher ed. by von Colln p, 51. 

(Ὁ) Thus Gerson said (contra vanam curiositatem, lectio ge- 
eunda t. 1. p. 100. quoted by Ch. Schmidt p. 73): fides saluber- 
rima et omnis metaphysica tradit nobis, quod Deus est simpli- 
cissimus in supremo simplicitatis gradu, supra quam imaginari 
sufficimus. Hoc dato, quid opus est ipsam unitissiman essentiam 
per formas metaphysices vel quidditates vel rationes ideales vel 
que novit aliquid ejus pradicatum essentiale. Cognoscit autem quidditative 


non nisi ille qui omnia preedicata quidditativa usque ad ultimam differentiam 
novit, The passage is quoted by Miinscher ed. by von Cdlln 1. ο.Ψ 
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alias mille imaginandi vias secernere, dividere, constituere, pre- 
scindere ex parte rei, ut dicunt, et non ex intellectus negotia- 
tione circa eam? Deus sancte, quot tibi prioritates, quot in- 
stantia, quot signa, quot modeitates, quot rationes aliqui ultra 
Scotum condistinguunt! Jam mille codices talibus impleti sunt, 
adee ut longa etas hominum eos vix sufficiat legere, ne dicam 
intelligere.—Gerson’s theory of the knowledge of God (viz. the 
knowledge of God through love) was appropriately designated 
both by himself and by other theologians as Theologia affec- 
tava. (Tract. 111. super magnificat. T. iv. p. 262.) Suso ex- 
pressed: himself as follows in his treatise: Eine Ausrichtung, 
wo und wie Gott ist (see Diepenbrock, das Leben und die 
Schriften von Heinrich von Suso, 1837. p. 212. ὁ. lv.): Most 
men assert, that the idea of space cannot be applied to God, 
but that he is all in all. But now open the inner ears of your 
soul, and open them wide. The same masters maintain in the 
science called Logica, that we obtain the knowledge of ἃ thing 
by means of its name. Thus a certain teacher asserts, that the 
name: being is the first name of God. Consider being in all 
its simplicity ; look at being only as such, and as it is unmixed 
with nonentity ; for all that has no existence is contrary to that 
which has existence ; the case is the same with being as such, 
for it is contrary to all that has no existence. Any thing which 
either has already existed, or has yet to exist, does not now 
exist in essential presence. But now mixed existence or non- 
existence cannot be known but by some mark of that being 
which is in all. For if we wish to comprehend any thing, rea- 
son meets first with existence, viz. that being which has made 
all things. This is the compound existence of some creature or 
other; for all compound existence is mixed up with something 
else, viz. the possibility of receiving something. Hence it fol- 
lows, that the nameless Divine being must be in itself the being 
which is all in all, and preserves all compound beings by its 
omnipresence.” Ibidem p. 214: “ Now open your inner eyes, 
and look, if possible, at the [Divine] being in all its simplicity 
and purity, and you will find that it owes its existence to none, 
has neither a ‘ before’ nor an “ after,’ and undergoes no change 
either from within, or from without, because it is a simple being. 
You will then be convinced that this being is the most real, 
omnipresent, and most perfect of all beings, in which there is 
neither defect nor change, because it is a single unity in perfect 
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simplicity. And this truth is so manifest to the enlightened 
reason of man, that it cannot conceive of any other. [or one 
thing proves and causes the other. Since God is a simple being, 
he must necessarily be the first of all beings, created by none, 
and existing from eternity; since he is the first of all beings, 
eternal and simple, he must be omnipresent. Itis a necessary 
quality of highest perfection and simplicity, that nothing can 
either be.added to, or taken from it. If you understand what 
[. have said of the simple Godhead, you will know something of 
the incomprehensible light of the hidden truth of God. This 
pure, simple being is the first cause of all actual existence ; 
from its peculiar omnipresence it follows that it includes all 
that has come into existence in time, as the beginning and the 
end of all things. It isin all things, and out of all things, there- 
fore a certain master says: ‘ G'od is a circular ring, the centre 
of which is everywhere, and the periphery of which is nowhere.’ 
Compare with these expressions the language of Tauler (§ 163. 
note 11.), of Ruysbroek, quoted by Engelhardt p. 173. (God as 
such), and of the author of the “ deutsche Theologie,” cap. 1. 
where the practical point of view is most prominently brought 


forward, viz. the necessity of leading a godly life, in order to 
know God. 


8 165. 
THE NATURE OF GOD IN GENERAL. 
(Pantheism and Theism.) 


The ingenious system of John Scotus Hrigena, in which 
he, for scientific purposes, endeavoured philosophically to 
establish the contrast between God and the world (na- 
ture ),@-) was so misunderstood and misused by some of 
his close imitators, such as Amalrich of Bena, and David 
of Dinanto, as to give rise to a gross adoration of the 
flesh.?:) The mystics also exposed themselves to the 
charge of pantheism by asserting that nothing except God 
has areal existence.) But the more considerate among 
them retained, in accordance with orthodox theologians, 
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the theistical principle of a difference between God and 
his creatures, though they could not always scientifically 
prove that, to which they practically adhered.@.) 


(1) In his work de divisione naturarum Erigena divided all na- 
ture (which comprehends all existence) into four medes of exis- 
tence: 1. natura creans, sed non creata, ὁ. 6. God; 2. natura 
ereans et creata, 7. 6. the Son of God; 3. natura creata et non 
creans, 7. 6. the world; and, 4. natura non creata et non creans, 
z. e. God (as the final object of all things.) Inasmuch as Erigena 
regarded God as the principle and cause of all things, he arriv- 
ed at the conviction that the Divine being, the goodness, power, 
and wisdom of God, could not be created by another being, be- 
cause there is no higher being from which it could derive its 
existence. But since he regards, on the other hand, the Divine 
being as the last object at which all things aim, and which is the 
end ot their motion, he hence concludes, that this nature is neither 
ereated nor creating: for as every thing which has gone out 
from it returns to it, and as all existence depends on it, we can- 
not say that it creates any thing. What could God be supposed 
to create as he will be all in all things, and can at the same 
time represent himself in no other being, but in himself? 
Therefore he says, i. 74. p. 42: Cum audimus, Deum omnia 
facere, nihil aliud debemus intelligere, quam Dewm in omnibus 
esse, hoc est essentiam omnium subsistere. Ipse enim solus per 
se vere est et omne quod vere in his, que sunt, dicitur esse, 
ipse solus est.—The following expressions are very beautiful, 
but might easily be misunderstood, 1. 76. p. 43: Omne quod- 
cunque in creaturis vere bonum vereque pulcrum et amabile in- 
telligitur, ipse est. Sicut enim nullum bonum essentiale est, 
ita nullum pulcrum seu amabile essentiale preter ipsum solum. 
Comp. Tennemann, viii. 1. p. 80 ss. Schmid, tiber den Mysti- 
cismus des Mittelalters, p. 123 ss. Frommuller in the Tubinger 
Zeitschrift 1830. p. 1. p. 58 ss. Staudenmaier, Freiburger Zeit- 
schrift 1840. 1. 2. p. 272 ss. : 

@) Comp..§ 153. note 4. From the proposition that he who 
loves, is in God, they inferred the following conclusion: “that 
which ts done in love is no sin; therefore stealing, robbing, com- 
mitting lasciviousness, etc. is not sinful, if it be done in love.” 
Comp. Ditmars Chronik von Grautoff edited by Hunter, Inno- 
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cent IIT. vol. ii. p. 238 ss. Czesarius of Heisterbach (a. p. 1222.) 
in Engelhardt, Kirchenhistorische Abhandlungen p. 255 58. 
Compare also § 184. 

©) Master Eckart approached pantheism nearer than any 
other mystic. He said: “ God is nothing, and God is some- 
thing. That which is something is also nothing; what God is 
once, he is at all times.’—(Sermon in commemoration of the con- 
version of St. Paul, fol. 243. b. quoted by Schmidt in the Stu- 
dien und Kritiken 1839. part 3. p. 692.)—* He’ (God) has the 
nature of all creatures zn him, he is a being which has all beings in 
him.”—* All that is in the Godhead is a unity, and we must not 
speak of it. God acts, but not the Godhead; it is not to be 
expected that the latter should work, since there is no work in 
it. There is the same difference between God and the God- 
head, with that which exists between working and not working.” 
(Sermon in commemoration of the execution of John the Bap- 
tist, fol. 302. ἃ. quoted by Schmidt, 1. c. 693.)—In Eckart’s 
opinion God becomes God only through the work of creation. 
‘ Prior to the creation of the-world God was not God, but he 
was what he was; nor was God in himself God, after creatures 
had been brought into existence, but he was only God in them.” 
(Second sermon on All Saints’ Day, fol. 307. a. Schmidt, 1, ο, 
p. 694.)—* Pantheism is a great and noble phenomenon deceiy- 
‘ing us by a peculiar charm in the case of those who burn with 
‘ love, and are, as it were, intoxicated with a sense of God, and 
‘the contemplation of Divine things. But where itis only the 
‘result of subtle conclusions and doctrinal definitions, or the 
‘proud but confused speculation of an indefinite religious 
‘ feeling, it loses its grand relations, its mysterious poetry, and 
‘ those faults which we once felt disposed to overlook, now be- 
‘come manifest, together with all the contradictions in which 
‘ they involve us.” Schmidt, 1. ὁ. 

(4) Suso showed in highly characteristic language that a 
pantheistic disposition was nothing but a transitory excitement 
of the mind, which must first of all subside (in a quotation 
given by Diepenbrock p. 189.)—* I call that state of our mind 
flourishing, when the inner man is cleansed from sinful carnality, 
and delivered from remaining imperfections; when he cheer- 
fully rises above time and place, while he was formerly bound, 
and could not make free use of his natural nobility. When man at 
that time opens the eyes of his mind, when he tastes other and 
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better pleasures which consist in the perception of the truth, in 
the enjoyment of Divine happiness, in insight into the present 
moment of eternity, etc-, and when the created mind begins to 
comprehend a part of the eternal, uncreated mind both in itself 
and in all things around it, then man is moved by strange feel- 
ings. Examining himself and reflecting on what he once was, 
and what he now is, he recollects that he was a poor, ungodly, 
and wretched man, that he was blind, and lived far from God; 
but now he thinks “ that he is filled with the Divine essence, that 
« there is nothing which is not God, that God and all things are 
' «one and the same thing. He then goes too hastily to work, 
‘he becomes excited in his mind like wine which is in a state 
« Οὗ fermentation, and has not as yet formed a sediment,” ete. 
Such men are like bees which make honey; when they are full- 
grown, and come for the first time out of their hives, they fly 
about in an irregular manner, not knowing whither to go; some 
take the wrong direction, and lose themselves, but others come 
back to the right place. Thus it is with the men before spoken 
of, when they perceive God to beall in all, without their reason 
being regulated,” ete. Gerson acutely defended the distinction 
between God and the creature (however highly it may be fa- 
voured) in opposition to Ruysbroek and Hckart, though he was 
not always consistent with himself. Comp. Hundeshagen p. 62 
ss. Zauler maintained (Predigten vol. i. p. 61.), that nothing 
prevented the soul so much from knowing God as time and 
space ; time and space are in his Opinion parts, but God is a 
unity; therefore if the soul will know God, it must know him 
by going beyond time and beyond space; for God is neither the 
one nor the other, as those manifold things are, but he isa 
unity. The assertion of Wessel that “ God alone exists, and 
that all other things are what they are, through him” (de orat. 
ili. 12. p. 76.), and some other of his propositions might lead us 
to suppose that he too was a pantheist, but compare on the other 
hand the appropriate observation of Ullmann p. 230 note. 


458 THE AGE OF SCHOLASTICISM. 


§ 166. 


THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD. 


a. The Relation of God to Time, Space, and Number. 
(The Omnipresence, Eternity, and Unity of God.) 


The writings of John Damascenus,?-) and his succes- 
sors in the Greek church.) contain less ample definitions 
and classifications on this point, than the more copious 
works of the schoolmen. Anselm and others endeavour- 
ed to point out the importance of the proposition laid 
down by Augustine, that the attributes of God not only 
form one whole, but are also identical with the Divine 
being itself, and cannot therefore be regarded as some- 
thing foreign and manifold, which is merely attached to 
God.@) But the speculative and systematizing ten- 
dency of the scholastics frequently induced them to lose 
sight of this sumple truth. Concerning the omnipresence 
of God some, e. g. Hugo and Richard of St. Victor, de- 
fended the omnipresence of the Divine substance in op- 
position to the doctrine of the omnipresence of a mere 
Divine influence, while others endeavoured to unite the 
two.4) A difference was also made between the eternity 
of God, and a mere sempiternitas, the latter of which 
may be possessed even by creatures (e. g. angels and the 
souls of men.) And lastly, it was asserted that the 
unity of God, which many of the schoolmen numbered 
among his attributes, was not to be regarded as a mere 
mathematical quality. The theologians of the Greek 
church signified this by extending the idea of a numerical 
unity to the unity which is above all other things.@) 


a.) Joh. Dam. de fide orth. 1. 4 : ΓΑπειρον οὖν τὸ ϑεῖῶν καὶ ἀκατά- 
ληπτον" καὶ τοῦτο μόνον αὐτοῦ κατάληπτον, ἡ ἀπειρία καὶ ἀκαταληψία" ὅσω 


δὲ λέγομεν ἐπὶ Jeo καταφατικῶς, od τὴν φύσιν, ἀλλὰ τὰ περὶ τὴν φύσιν δηλοῖ" 
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κὼν ἀγαϑὺν, κἂν δίκαιον, κἂν σοφὸν, κἂν ὅ τι ἂν ἄλλο εἴπῃς, ob φύσιν λέγεις 
Jed, ἀλλὰ τὰ περὶ τὴν φύσιν" εἰσὶ OF καί τινὰ καταφατικῶς λεγόμενα ἐπὶ Sed, 
δύναμιν ὑπ τεροχικῆς ἀποφάσεως ἔχοντα" οἷον, σκότος λέγοντες ἐπὶ Sov, οὐ σχύτος 
γοοῦμεν, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι οὔκ ἐστι φῶς, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὲρ TO φῶς" καὶ φῶς, ὅτι οὔκ ἐστι σχότος. 
Comp. cap. 9: τὸ Sefov ἁπλοῦν ἐστι καὶ ἀσύνδετον: τὸ OF ἐκ πολλῶν χαὶ 
διαφόρων συγκείμενον, συνλετόν ἐστιν. εἰ οὖν τὸ ἄκτιστον καὶ ἄναρχον καὶ ἀσώ- 
ματον καὶ ἀϑάνατον καὶ αἰώνιον καὶ ayadov καὶ δημιουργικὸν καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα 
οὐσιώδεις διαφορὰς εἴπομεν ἐπὶ Jeo, ἐκ τοσούτων συγκείμενον, οὐχ, ἁπλοῦν ἔσται, 
ἀλλὰ σύνδετον' ὅπερ ἐσχάτης ἀσεβείας ἐστίν" χρὴ τοίνυν ἕκαστον τῶν ἐπὶ ϑεοῦ 
λεγομένων οὗ τί κατ᾽ οὐσίαν ἐστὶ σημαίνειν οἴεσιδαι, GAN ἢ τί οὔκ ἐστι δηλοῦν, ἢ 
σχέσιν τινὰ πρός τι τῶν ἀντιδιαστελλομένων, ἥ τί τῶν παρεπομένων τῇ φύσει ἢ 
ἐνέργειαν, Comp. cap. 19. and what was said ὃ 164. note 1. 

@) Comp. Ullmann, Nicolaus von Methone, ete. p. 69 ss. and 
§ 164. note 1. 

(3) Monol. c. 14. ss. God is not only just, but he is justice 
itself, etc. cap. 16.: Quid ergo, si illa summa natura tot bona 
est, eritne composita tot pluribus bonis, an potius non sunt plura 
bona, sed unum bonum tam pluribus nominibus significatum ? 
......Cum igitur illa natura nullo modo composita sit et tamen 
omni modo tot illa bona sit [sint], necesse est, ut illa omnia non 
plura, sed unum sint. Idem igitur est quodlibet unum illorum 
quod omnia sunt [sive] simul, sive singula, ut cum dicitur vel 
justitia vel essentia, idem significet quod alia, vel omnia simul 
vel singula. Hugo of St. Victor adopted similar views, see 
Liebner, p. 371. Comp. also Abelard, theolog. christ. iii. p. 
1264.: Non itaque sapientia in ‘Deo vel substantialis ei forma 
vel accidentalis, imo sapientia ejus ipse Deus est. Idem de po- 
tentia ejus sentiendum est et de ceteris que ex nominum afli- 
nitate forme esse videntur in Deo quoque sicut in creaturis, etc 
Alanus also said, 1, c. art. 20. (quoted by Pez. 1. p. 484.) : Nomi- 
na enim ista: potentia potens, sapientia sapiens neque formam, 
neque proprietatem, neque quicquid talium Deo attribuere pos- 
sunt, cum simplicissimus Deus in sua natura nihil sit talium ca- 
pax. Cum ergo ratiocinandi de Deo causa nomina nominibus 
copulamus, nihil quod non sit ejus essentia preedicamus, et si 
transsumtis nominibus de Deo quid credimus, improprie balbu- 
timus. 

(4) Hugo of St. Victor de sacram. c. 17: Deus substantialiter 
sive essentialiter et proprie et vere est in omni creatura sive 
natura sine sui definitione et in omni loco sine circumscriptione 
et omni tempore sine vicissitudine vel mutatione. Lst ergo, 
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ubi est, totum, qui continet totum et penetrat totum; see Lieb- 
ner p. 3/2. From the proposition that God is potentialiter in 
all things, Richard of St. Victor drew the inference that he also 
exists essentialiter in them, de Trin. ii. 24. see Engelhardt, p. 
174. He is above all the heavens, and yet he is at the same 
time in them, he is in all that is corporeal and spiritual, in all 
that he has created, and governs according to his will. This 
notion of an essential presence of God was substantially the 
same as that of Peter Lombard, though he acknowledged that 
it was above human comprehension, Sent. i. Dist. 27.9.  Ac- 
cording to Alexander Hales God is in all things, but he is 
not included in the same ; he is without all things, but he is not 
excluded from them. God exists in things in a threefold man- 
ner: essentialiter, prasentialiter,. potentialiter; these three 
modes however do not differ in themselves, but only in our idea 
of them. God does not exist in all things in the same manner, 
e. g. in those whose sins are pardoned, in the sacraments, etc. 
The question was also started : Can the indwelling grace of God 
be in the body of a man prior to its union with his soul? ete. 
see Cramer vi. p. 295. 7. The definitions of Thomas Aquinas 
are based on the system of Alexander, Summa 1. qu. 7. 
art. 1. (quoted by Miinscher ed. by von Colln, 1. ¢.): Deus 
est in omnibus rebus, non quidem sicut pars essentiz, vel 
sicut accidens, sed sicut agens adest et in quod agit. Opor- 
tet enim omne agens conjungi ei in quod immediate agit 
et sua virtute illud contingere......... Art. 2: Deus omnem 
locum replet, non sicut corpus......imo per hoc replet omnia 
loca, quod dat esse omnibus locatis, que replent omnia loca. 
Art. 3.: Substantia sua adest omnibus ut causa essendi ete. 
The dynamic (virtualis) scheme of the Thomists was opposed 
by the ideal view of the Scotists. See Miinscher ed. by von 
Colla, ii, p. 50.— Bonaventura Comp. Theol. (Edit. Mogunt. 
1609. p. 695) said: Ubique Deus est, tamen nusquam est, quia 
nec abest ulli loco, nec ullo capitur loco. (August.) Deus est 
in mundo non inclusus, extra mundum non exclusus, supra mun- 
dum non elatus, infra mundum non depressus. Ex his patet 
quod Deus est intra omnia, et hoc quia omnia replet et ubique 
presens est. Ita extra omnia est, quia omnia continet, nec us- 
quam valet coarctari. Sed nota, quod hee propositio, extra, 
dicit 101 non actualem preseniiam ad locum, sed potentialem, que 
est Dei immensitas, quae infinitos mundos potest replere, si 
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essent. Idem ipse est supra omnia, quia omnibus preestat nec 
aliquid ei equatur. Item infra omnia est, quia omnia sustinet 
et sine ipso nihil subsisteret. Dicimus etiam quod ubique est, 
non ut indigeat rebus, quod ex eis sit, sed potius res sui indi- 
- geant, ut per eum subsistant......Sciendum est ergo, ut aliquid 
est in loco circumscriptive et diffinitive, ut corpus ; aliquid difi- 
nitive, non circumscriptive, ut angelus; aliquid nec sic, nec 
sic, ut Deus, et hoc ideo, quia non individuatur per materiam, 
ut corpus, neque per suppositum, ut Angelus. Aliquid est 
etiam in loco, partim circumscriptive, partim diffinitive, ut cor- 
pus Christi in sacramento......Corpus autem Christi......in plu- 
ribus tamen locis est......sed non ubique......Nota quod Deus 
est multipliciter in rebus, scilicet per naturam, et sic est ubique 
potentialiter, przesentialiter, essentialiter. Item per gratiam, 
sic est in bonis......[tem per gloriam, sic est in rationali virtute 
anime, ut veritas, in concupiscibili, ut bonitas, in irascibili, ut 
potestas. Item per unionem, sic fuit in utero virginis unitus 
humane naturze, et in sepulcro unitus carni et in inferno unitus 
anime Christi etc. He even went so far as to ask, whether and 
in what manner God was in the devil? and to reply in the affir- 
mative, inasmuch as the devil is composed of nature and spirit. 
St. Bernard said in his meditations (cap. I. quoted by Bonaven- 
tura, 1. c.): Deus in creaturis mirabilis, in hominibus amabilis, 
in angelis desiderabilis, in se ipso incomprehensibilis, in repro- 
bis intolerabilis, item in damnatis ut terror et horror. Tauler 
also made a distinction between the presence of God in things, 
and that in men: God is no less present in a piece of wood and 
a stone, than in men, but the former are not conscious of it. If 
the piece of wood knew God, and felt his nearness, even as the 
highest angels know him, the one would be quite as happy as 
the other. Man is happier than a piece of wood, because he 
recognizes God, etc. (Predigten, vol. 1. p. 58. 59.) 

©) This was done, 6. g. by Alexander Hales, see Cramer, 1. c. 
p- 209 ss. Comp. Bonaventura Comp. i.18. He defined eter- 
nitas (after the example of Boéthius) as interminabilis vite tota 
simul et perfecta possessio (interminabilitas.) 

©) John Damascenus de fide orth. i.5. Nich. of Methone 
Refut. p. 25. (quoted by Ullmann, 1. ὁ. p. 72.) said: “ When we 
call the unity [God] beginning, we do not mean to draw a com- 
parison between it and that which is posterior to the beginning ; 
for the same reason we do not merely use the term “ begin- 
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ning” without further qualifying it, but we say over-commenc- 


ing beginning, nor do we restrict ourselves to the term “ unity” 
as such, but we call it the over-all-one; and instead of the first 
and first of all we say the over-first, instead of the great or the 
greatest, we make use of the term over-great.” He called God 
the ὑπερὲν, and even used the expression ὑσέρϑεος μονὰς καὶ τριάς. 
(Refut. 26.) Comp. Hugo of St. Victor, quoted by Liebner, p. 
3871.; he understood by unity not the numerical unity, but also 
simplicity (vera unitas), and immutability (summa unitas.) 


8 167. 


b. THE RELATION OF GOD TO EXISTENCE—OMNIPOTENCE 
AND OMNISCIENCE, 


The application of the Divine knowledge and power 
to things out of God gave easily rise to anthropomorphi- 
tic notions and absurd questions,“) which were best re- 
moved by regarding the attributes of omnipotence and 
omniscience not as separate attributes, but in their con- 
nection with the Divine being. Anselm'?:) and Abelard?) 
agreed in asserting that God can do everything which 
may be done without interfering with his infinite perfec- 
tion; Peter Lombard, Hugo of St. Victor, Richard of 
St. Victor and some others adopted the same view.) 
The knowledge of God was farther looked upon as being 
immediate and omnipresent, and a distinction was made 
between that aspect of the knowledge in question which 
refers to things (as habitus), and that which has regard 
to God himself (as actus.)©.) Respecting the Divine 
omnipotence some, e. g. Abelard, maintained that God 
could make nothing else and nothing better, than what 
he really makes ;(? others, e. g. Hugo of St. Victor, 
thought this assertion blasphemous, because the infinite 
power of God is restricted by it within certain limits. 


(.) #, g. whether God could make undone that which is done? 
whether he could change a harlot into a pure virgin? and si- 
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milar absurd questions; see the passages quoted § 152. note 5. 
from the work of Erasmus. 

ὦ) Thus Anselm asserted, in reply to the question, whether 
God could lie, if he would ? (Cur Deus homo i. 12.): Non se- 
quitur, si Deus vult mentiri, justum esse mentiri, sed potius 
Deum illum non esse. Nam nequaquam potest velle mentiri 
voluntas, nisi in qua corrupta est veritas, immo que deserendo 
veritatem corrupta est. Cum ergo dicitur: si Deus vult men- 
tiri, non est aliud, quam: si Deus talis est natura, que velit 
mentiri etc. Comp. ii. 5: Denique Deus nihil facit necessitate, 
quia nullo modo cogitur aut prohibetur aliquid facere. Et cum 
dicimus Deum aliquid facere, quasi necessitate vitandi inhon- 
estatem, quam utique non timet, potius intelligendum est, quia 
hoc facit necessitate servandz honestatis, que scilicet necessitas 
non est aliud, quam immutabilitas honestatis ejus, quam a se 
ipso et non ab alio habet; et tdcirco improprie dicitur necesst- 
tas. ib. 18: Quoties namque dicitur Deus non posse, nulla nega- 
tur in eo potestas, sed insuperabilis significatur potentia et for- 
titudo. Non enim aliud intelligitur, nisi quia nulla res potest 
efficere, ut agat ille, quod negatur posse. Nam multum usitata 
est hujusmodi locutio, ut dicatur res aliqua posse, non quia in 
illa, sed quoniam in alia re est potestas; et non posse, non quo- 
niam in illa, sed quia in aliare est impotentia. Dicimus namque : 
iste homo potest vinci, pro: aliquis potest eum vincere, et: ile 
non potest vinci, pro: nullus eum vincere potest. Non enim 
potestas est, posse vinci, sed impotentia, nee vinci non posse 
impotentia est, sed potestas. Nec dicimus Deum necessitate 
facere aliquid eo, quod in illo sit ulla necessitas, sed quoniam 
est in alio, sicut dixi de impotentia, quando dicitur non posse. 
Omnis quippe necessitas est aut coactio, aut prohibitio, que 
duse necessitates convertuntur invicem contrarie, sicut necesse 
est impossibile. Quidquid namque cogitur esse, prohibetur non 
esse, et quod cogitur non esse, prohibetur esse ; quemadmodum 
quod necesse est esse, impossibile est non esse, et quod ne- 
cesse est non esse, impossibile est esse, et conversim. Cum 
autem dicimus aliquid necesse esse aut non esse in Deo, non in- 
telligitur, quod sit in illo necessitas aut cogens, aut prohibens, 
sed significatur, quod in omnibus aliis rebus est necessitas pro- 
hibens eas facere, et cogens non facere; contra hoc, quod de 
Deo dicitur. Nam cum dicimus, quod necesse est Deum semper 
verum dicere, et necesse est eum nunquam mentiri, non dicitur 
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aliud, nisi quia tanta est in illo constantia servandi veritatem 
ut necesse sit, nullum rem facere posse, ut verum non dicat, aut 
ut mentiatur.—Comp. Proslog. 7:.........Inde verius es omnipo- 
tens, quia potes nihil per impotentiam et nihil potes contra te. 
—de concord. presc. et praed. P. i. ὁ. 2. ss. (where the question 
is discussed, how far the term necessitas can be applied to God.) 
Respecting the knowledge of God Anselm (after the example of 
Augustine) endeavoured to prove, that God does not know the 
things because they are, but that they are, because he knows 
them, ibid. c. 7. 

©) However different the theories of Abelard and Anselm 
were, yet in this one point they agreed. Theol. christ. hb. v. 
p. 1850. (Marténe) : Querendum ita primo videtur, quomodo 
vere dicatur omnipotens, si non possit omnia efficere, aut quo- 
modo omnia possit, si quedam nos possumus, que ipse non pos- 
sit. Possumus autem quedam, ut ambulare, loqui, sentire, qui 
a natura divinitatis penitus aliena sunt, cum necessaria istorum 
instrumenta nullatenus habere incorporea queat substantia. 
Quibus quidem objectis id preedicendum arbitror, quod juxta 
ipsos quoque philosophos, et eommunis sermonis usum, nun- 
quam potentia cujusque rel accipitur, nisi in his que ad com- 
modum vel dignitatem ipsius rei pertinent. Nemo enim hoc 
potentiz hominis deputat, quodille superari facile potest, immo 
impotentie et debilitate ejus quod minime suo resistere potest 
incommodo, et quicquid ad vitium hominis vergit, magisque 
personam improbat, quam commendat, impotentic potius quam 
potentiz adscribendum est......Nemo itaque Deum impotentem 
in aliquo dicere presumat, si non possit peccare sicut nos pos- 
sumus, quia nec in nobis ipsis hoc potentize tribuendum est, sed 
infirmitati.........p. 1351:.........Sicut etiam quedam, que in 
aliis rebus potentiz deputanda sunt, in aliis vero minime......... 
Inde potentem hominem comparatione aliorum hominum dicere- 
mus, sed non ita leonem vel elephantem. Sic in homine quod 
ambulare valet potentize est adscribendum, quoniam ejus neces- 
situdini congruit, nec in aliquo ejus minuit dignitatem. In Deo 
vero, qui sola voluntate omnia complet, hoc omnino superfluum 
esset, quod in nobis necessarium est, atque ideo non potenti, 
sed vitio penitus tribuendum esset in eo, presertim cum hoc in 
multis excellentiz ipsius derogaret, ut ambulare videlicet pos- 
set......Non absurde tamen et de his omnibus qua eflicere pos- 
sumus Deum potentem predicabimus, et omnia que agimus, 
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ejus potentiz tribuemus, in quo vivimus, movemur et sumus. 
Et qui omnia operatur in omnibus (utitur enim nobis ad effici- 
endum que vult, quasi instrumentis) et id quoque facere dici- 
tur, quee nos facere facit, sicut dives aliquis turrem componere 
per opifices quos adhibet, et posse omnia eflicere dicitur, qui 
Slve per se sive per subjectam creaturam omnia que vult et quo- 
modo vult, operatur, et ut ita fiant, ipse etiam facit. Nam etsi 
non potest ambulare, tamen potest facere, ut ambuletur......... 
Posse ttaque Deus omnia dicitur, non quod omnes suscipere pos- 
sit actiones, sed quod in omnibus que fiert velit, nihil eyus vo- 
luntati resistere queat.* 

“) Hugo of St. Victor. C. 22: Deus omnia potest, et tamen 
se ipsum destruere non potest. Hoc enim posse, posse non 
esset, sed non posse. Itaque omnia potest Deus, que posse po- 
tentia est. it ideo vere omnipotens est, quia impotens esse non 
potest. Comp. Liebner, p. 367. Peter Lombard Sentent. i. 
Dist. 42, E.: Deus omnino nihil potest pati, et omnia facere 
potest, preter ea sola quibus dignitas ejus lederetur ejusque 
excellentiz derogaretur- In quo tamen non est minus omnipo- 
tens: hoc enim posse non est posse, sed non posse. Comp. 
Munscher ed. by von Colln 11. p. 47. 48. where other passages 
are quoted from the writings of Richard of St. Victor, Alex- 
ander Hales, Albert the Great, and Thomas Aquinas. 

©) Hugo of St. Victor (cap. 9. 14—18 quoted by Liebner p. 
363. 364.) expressed himself as follows: “ All.things which 
were created by God in time, existed uncreated in him from 
eternity, and were known to him for this very reason, because 
they existed in him, and were known to him én the very manner, 
in which they existed in him. God knew nothing out of him- 
self, because he comprehended all things in himself. They were 
not in him, because they should at some future period come 
into existence ; the fact of their being designed to exist in time 
to come was not the cause of their existence in God, nor were 
they created in time because they existed in God, as if the eter- 
nal could not have existed without the temporal. On the con- 
trary, the former would have existed without the latter: but it 
would not have stood in any relation to the latter, if this had 


a With regard to the Trinity, it may be observed, that Abelard ascribed 
omnipotence principally to the Father, without denying it to either the Son or 
the Spirit. 
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not existed as something which was to be in future. There 
would always have been the knowledge of an existence, viz. of 
an existence in God, though not of a future existence; but the 
knowledge of the creator would not therefore have been less 
comprehensive, because it could only be said that he had no 
foreknowledge of that which was not future.’—In the opinion 
of Alexander Hales God knows all things through himself and 
in himself; for if God knew them by means of something else, 
then the ground of his knowledge would be something perfect 
existing out of him, and he could not be the most perfect being 
which owes nothing to any other being......God knows all things 
at once; for he sees all things in himself, and since he knows 
himself at once and completely, it is evident that he knows all 
things in himself at once and perfectly. The things themselves 
may be multiplied or lessened, but not the knowledge of God; 
the latter is immutable; see Cramer vu. p. 240.— Bonaventura, 
Comp. 1. 29: Scit Deus omnia presentialiter et simul, perfecte 
quoque et immutabiliter. Preesentialiter dico, hoc est, ita lim- 
pide, ac si cuncta essent presentialiter existentia. Simul etiam 
scit omnia, quia videndo se, qui sibi preesens est, omnia videt. 
Perfecte quoque, quia cognitio ejus nec potest augeri, nec mi- 
nui, Scit et immutabiliter, quia noscit omnia per naturam sui 
intellectus, qui est immutabilis. Dicendum ergo, quod Deus 
cognoscit temporalia eternaliter, mutabiha immutabiliter, con- 
tingentia infallibiliter, creata increate, alia vero a se, in se et 
per se. Comp. Brey. i. 8.—On the relation between knowledge 
and foreknowledge, see John of Salisbury, Policrat, 1. 21. 
(Bibl. max. xxiii. p. 268.) An instance of subtle reasoning is 
given by Liebner, 1. ὁ. p. 365. note. 

(6) Abelard Theol. christ. v. p. 1354:......Facit itaque omnia 
que potest Deus, et tantum bene quantum potest...... Necesse 
est, ut omnia que vult, ipse velit; sed nec ineflicax ejus volun- 
tas esse potest: necesse est ergo ut queecunque vult ipse per- 
ficiat, cum eam videlicet sumamus voluntatem, que ad ipsius 
pertinet ordinationem. Istis ergo rationibus astruendum vide- 
tur, quod plura Deus nullatenus facere possit quam faciat, aut 
melius facere, aut ab his cessare, sed omnia ita ut facit necessa- 
rio facere. Sed rursus singulis istis difficillime occurrunt ob- 
_jectiones, ut utroque cornu graviter fidem nostram oppugnet 
complexio. Quis enim negare audeat, quod non possit Deus 
eum qui damnandus est solvere aut meliorem illum qui salvandus 
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est facere, quam ipse futurus sit collatione suorum donorum, aut 
omnino dimisisse ne eum unquam crearet ? Quippe si non 
potest Deus hunc salvare, utique nec ipse salvari a Deo potest. 
Necessaria quippe est hec reciprocationis consecutio, quod si 
ipse salvatur a Deo, Deus hune salvat. Unde si possibile est 
hune salvari a Deo, possibile est Deum hune salvare. Non 
enim possibile est antecedens, nisi possibile sit et consequens: 
alioquin ex possibili impossibile sequeretur, quod omnino falsum 
est, ... Comp. the subsequent part of the chapter.. Neverthe- 
less he comes to the following conclusion: quicquid itaque facit 
(Deus) sicut necessario vult, ita et necessario facit. 

“) On the opposition of Hugo of St. Victor against the opti- 
mism of Abelard (who found himself compelled to suppose a 
higher degree of the Divine power, than of the Divine will) 
comp. Liebner, p. 367. 68. 


g 168. 


Cc. MORAL ATTRIBUTES. 


What is commonly called the moral attributes of God, 
viz. his wisdom, justice, and benevolence, were also 
treated of in the discussion of other doctrines, and some- 
times induced theologians to suppose that they were con- 
tradictory to each other.(-) The mystics preferred de- 
scending into the depth of Divine love, and endeavoured 
to explain it in their own way,@) while the scholastics 
advanced absurd questions even respecting this attribute 
of God, which admits least of all of being dialectically 
discussed.(:) 


a.) This was the case with the justice, omnipotence, and love 
of God in reference to the theory of satisfaction. Comp. An- 
selm, Cur Deus homo i. c. 6—12. and the preceding § note 1. 

(3) The language of the author of the work entitled : Deut- 
sche Theologie is worthy of notice (c. 50.): “ God does not 
love himself as such, but as the most perfect being. Forif God 
knew anything better than God, he would love it, and not him- 
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self. Self-love and self-will are entirely foreign to God; only 
so much belongs to God, as is necessary to constitute his per- 
sonality, or the distinction between the different persons of the 
Trinity.” 

®) Thus Alexander Hales asked (the passage is quoted by 
Cramer, vil. p. 261.), whether the love wherewith God loves 
his creatures is the same with that which he manifests towards 
himself, and the Divine persons manifest towards each other ? 
He rephes in the affirmative in reference to the principal idea, 
(principale signatum), but in the negative respecting the second- 
ary idea (connatum), 7. e. that love is the same on the part of 
him who loves, but not the same with regard to those who are 
loved. Itis also on that account that God does not manifest 
the same degree of love towards all his creatures, but more of 
it towards the better portion of them, less towards the less 
good. He loves all creatures from eternity (in the idea), but 
he does not love them in reality, until they come into existence. 
Another question was: whom does God love most, the angels 
ormen? ‘The answer is: the former, inasmuch as Christ did 
not belong to the number of the latter ; but the love wherewith 
God loves Christ, and consequently the human race in Christ, 
even surpasses the love which he manifests towards the angels. 
We have here a profound Christian truth expressed in a scho- 
lastic form. 


δ 109. 
PROCESSION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 


Walch, J. G., historia controversia, ete. Pfaff, historia succincta (comp. 


§ 94.) 


Before the doctrine of the Trinity could be more phi- 
losophically developed and fully established, it was neces- 
sary to settle the controversy which had arisen between 
the eastern and the western church respecting the pro- 
cession of the Holy Ghost from both the Father and the 
Son. After the view taken by the Greek church had 
been received in the East as the orthodox doctrine in 
consequence of the efforts made by John Damascenus,0-) 
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the Emperor Charlemagne summoned a synod at Aix 
la Chapelle in the year 809, which being influenced es- 
pecially by the Gallican theologians Alcuin and Theo- 
dulph of Orleans, confirmed the doctrine of the western 
church, according to which the Holy Ghost proceeds not 
only from the Father, but also from the Son.?) Pope 
Leo IIT. approved of the doctrine itself, but disapproved 
of the uncritical introduction of the clause “ filioque”’ into 
the creed adopted by the council of Constantinople. 
He numbered the doctrine in question among those 
mysteries which pass knowledge, and are of greater im- 
portance in a speculative point of view, than in a practi- 
cal aspect.4) But when in later times the controversy 
between Photius, patriarch of Constantinople, and Wicho- 
das I. led to a disruption between the two churches, their 
difference on the said doctrines was again made the sub- 
ject of discussion. Photius defended the doctrine of the 
procession of the Holy Ghost from the ITather alone, 
_ and rejected the additional clause “ filioque,” which the 
theologians of the western church, such as 4neas, bishop 
of Paris, and Ratramnus, amonk of Corvey, were desirous 
to retain.4:) Anselm, archbishop of Canterbury, likewise 
defended the doctrine of the Latin church at the synod 
of Bari Gin Apulia) in the year 1098, and treated of it 
more fully ina separate treatise.@.) The attempt made at 
the synod of Lyons in the year 1274, to reconcile the two 
parties, did not lead to any satisfactory result. The 
controversy was resumed in the year 1277; nor did the 
formula proposed at the synod of Florence (a. p. 1439.) 
settle the point in question.) Hence it happened that 
from that time the two churches ever differed in this, 
that according to the Greek church the Holy Ghost pro- 
ceeds from the Father alone, but according to the Latin 
church from both the Father and the Son. 


(Ὁ) De fide orth.i.c.7. He called the Holy Ghost (in distinction from 
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a mere breath, or a mere Divine power) δύναμιν οὖσι won, αὐτὴν ἑαυτῆς 
ἐν ἰδιαζούσῃ ὑποστάσει “γεωρουμένην, καὶ τοῦ πατρὸς προερχομένην, but 
added: καὶ ἐν τῷ λόγῳ ἀναπαυομένην καὶ αὐτοῦ οὖσων ἐκφοαντι κὴν; 
οὔτε χωρισθῆναι τοῦ Izod ἐνῶ ἐστι καὶ τοῦ λόγου, ᾧ συμπαρομαρτεῖ, δυναμένην; 
οὔτε πρὸς τὸ ἀγύπαρκτον ἀναχεομένην, ἀλλὰ nad ὁμοιότητα τοῦ λόγου nad 
ὑπόστασιν οὖσαν, ζῶσαν, προωιρετικὴν, αὐτοκίνητον, ἐνεργὸν, πάντοτε τὸ ἀγαδὸν 
ϑέλουσαν, καὶ πρὸς πῶσαν πρόϑεσιν σύνδρομον ἔχουσαν τῇ βουλήσει τὴν δύνωμιν, 
μήτε ἀρχὴν ἔχουσαν, μήτε TEAS’ οὐ γὰρ ἐνέλειψέ ποτε τῷ πατρὶ λόγος, οὔτε 
τῷ λόγῳ πνεῦμα. 

@) Alcuinus, de processione Spir. S. libellus. Opp. T. 1. ed. 
_ Froben. p. 743.—In support of his views he appealed to Luke 
vi. 19. (omnis turba queerebat eum tangere, quia virtus de illo 
exibat et sanabat omnes); to John xx. 21.22; 1 John iui. 23, 24. 
and to the authority of the Fathers. Theodulphi de Spiritu S. 
liber, in Theodulphi Opp. ed. Sirmond. Par. 1646. 8. and in 
Sirmondii Opp. T. i. p. 1695. ef. Libr. Carolin. Lib. i. ¢. 3: 
Ex patre et filio—omnis universaliter confitetur ecclesia eum 
procedere. Concerning the historical part see Gieseler and 
other works on ecclesiastical history. 

(3) On the occasion of a controversy between the Greek and 
Latin monks at Jerusalem prior to the synod of Aix la Chapelle, 
the Pope had given it as his opinion: Spiritum Sanctum a Pa- 
tre et Filio equaliter procedentem.—Respecting the relation in 
which he stood to the synod itself, see Collatio cum Papa Ro- 
mee ἃ legatis habita et Epist. Caroli Imperat. ad Leonem P. in. 
utraque a Smaragdo Abb. edita in Mansi T. xiv. p. 17 ss. 

4) See Photii Epist. encyclica issued a. p. 867. (given by 
Montacucius Ep. 2. p. 47.); the following among other charges 
is there brought forward : τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον οὐκ ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς μόνον, 
ἀλλά γε ἐκ τοῦ υἱοῦ ἐκπορεύεσγαι καινολογήσαντες, ‘The writings of their 
opponents Ratramnus and A‘neas are no longer extant in ἃ com- 
plete form, comp. d’Achery, Spicil. Ed. 1. T. i. p. 63 ss. Ross- 
ler, Bibliothek der Kirchenvater vol. x. p. 663 ss. 

(ὦ) Concerning the synod see Hadmer, in Vita Anselmi p. 21. 
quoted by Walch 1. c. p. 61. The work of Anselm is entitled : 
de processione Spiritus 8. contra Grecos, Opp. p. 49, (Hdit. 
Lugd. p. 115.) In chapters 1—3 he shows in a clear and con- 
cise manner the points of agreement between the two churches 
(in reference to the doctrine of the Trinity, and that of the 
Holy Spirit inits general aspects), as well as the points of dzf- 
ference. Respecting the doctrine of the western church itself, 


“οὐ δ είν i ee ee ὡς 


ποῦ στὸ σον" 


PROCESSION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 471 


Anselm argued from the proposition: Deus de Deo, as follows 
(c. 4.): Cum est de patre Spir. S., non potest non esse de filio, 
si non est filius de Spiritu Sancto ; nulla enim alia ratione potest 
negari Spiritus S. esse de filio......... Quod autem filius non sit 
de Spir. 8. palam est ex catholica fide; non enim est Deus de 
Deo, nisi aut nascendo ut filius, aut procendo ut Spir. ὃ. Filius 
autem non nascitur de Spiritu S. Si enim nascitur de illo, est 
filius Spir. Sancti, et Spiritus S. pater ejus, sed alter alterius nec 
pater nec filius. Non ergo nascitur de Spiritu S. filius, nec 
minus apertum est, quia non procedit de illo. Hsset enim Spir. 
ejusdem Spiritus Sancti, quod aperte negatur, cum Spiritus S. 
dicitur et creditur Spiritus Fili, Non enim potest esse Spi- 
ritus sui Spiritus. Quare non procedit filius de Spir. Sancto. 
Nullo ergo modo est de Spir. Sancto filius. Sequitur itaque 
inexpugnabili ratione, Spir. Sanctum esse de filio, sicut est de 
patre.—c. 7: Nulla relatio est patris sine relatione filii, sicut 
nihil est filii relatio, sine patris relatione. Si ergo alia nihil est 
sine altera, non potest aliquid de relatione patris esse sine rela_ 
tione filu. Quare sequitur, Spiritum 8. esse de utraque, si est 
deuna. Itaque si est de patre secundum relationem, erit simul 
et de filio secundum eundem sensum......... Non autem magis est 
pater Deus quam filius, sed unus solus verus Deus, Pater et 
Filius. Quapropter si Spiritus S. est de Patre, quia est de Deo 
qui pater est, negari nequit esse quoque de Filio, cum sit de 
Deo, qui est filius.—(c. 8—12. he gives the scriptural argument.) 
In the thirteenth chapter he meets the objection, that the doc- 
trine in question would lower the dignity of the Spirit....... Qui 
dicimus Spiritum S. de filio esse sive procedere, nec minorem, 
nec posteriorem eum filio fatemur, namque quamvis splendor et 
calor de sole procedant, nec possint esse nisi sit ille, de quo sunt, 
nihil tamen prius aut posterius in tribus, in sole et splendore et 
calore intelligimus, multo itaque minus, cum hec in rebus tem- 
poralibus ita sint, in eternitate, que tempore non clauditur, 
preedicte tres persone in existendo susceptibiles intervalli pos- 
sunt intelligiThe concession made by the Greek theologians, 
viz. Spiritum Sanct. de patre esse per filium, did not appear 
satisfactory to Anselm. As a lake is formed not only by the 
spring, but also by the river which flows from the spring, so 
the Spirit proceeds both from the Father and the Son.* (0. 15. 


a A similar illustration is adduced by Abelard theol. chr. iv. p. 1335: 
Spir. Sanct. ex patre proprie procedere dicitur, quasi a summa origine, quae 
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and 16.) We must not however assume the existence of two 
principles from which the Spirit might be supposed to proceed, 
but only one Divine principle including both the Father and the 
son (c. 17.) In chapters 18—20. he considers those scrip- 
tures which apparently teach the procession of the Spirit from 
the Father alone; c. 21. he defends the introduction of the 
clause filloque as a necessary measure to prevent any misunder- 
standing. In chapters 22—27. he repeats and confirms all 
he has said before. Anselm commenced his treatise by invok- 
ing the aid of the Holy Spirit himself, he concluded it by say- 
ing: Si autem aliquid protuli, quod aliquatenus corrigendum 
sit, mtht imputetur, non sensut Latinitatis—Concerning the pro- 
gress of the controversy comp. Miinscher ed by von Colln ii. p. 
113. 

(6) At the synod of Lyons the Greeks agreed with the council 
in adopting as Can. 1. : quod Spir. 8. eternabiliter ex Patre et 
Filio, non tanquam ex duobus principiis, sed tanquam ex uno 
principio, non duabus spirationibus, sed unica spiratione proce- 
dit.—But new differences arose, respecting which see the works 
on ecclesiastical history, and compare Munscher ed. by von 
Colln, 1. c. p. 114. In the formula of union issued by the synod 
of Florence, 6th July 1439 (given by Mansi T. xxi. p. 1027 ss. 
and Gieseler u. 4. § 156.) use was made of the expression, quod 
Spirit. S. ex Patre et Filio eternaliter est; the phrase: proce- 
dere ex Patre per filium, was interpreted in accordance with the 
views of the Latin church, and the clause jilioque was retained. 
But the peace thus established did not last long, and the patri- 
archs of Alexandria, Antiochia, and Jerusalem, issued (a. Ὁ. 
1443.) a letter against the union. Comp. Leo Allatius, de 
ecclesiz occidentalis et orientalis perpetua consensione. p. 
939 ss. For the other works see Munscher ed. by von Colln, 
and Gieseler, 1. c. 3 
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


The doctrine of the Trinity, which had received its 
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ee ae erie EST ae ee ee ne a ee ee ee es 
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scientific form in the preceding period, presented an in- 
ducement to the speculative tendency and ingenuity of the . 
scholastics, as well as to the imagination of the mystics, 
to fathom the unsearchable depth of that mystery. But 
all dialectic attempts were accompanied by the former 
danger of falling into heretical errors either in the one, 
or the other direction. This was especially the case with 
scholasticism in its earlier stage, so much so that the dar- 
ing assertions of Roscelinus exposed him to the charge of 
Tr itheism,() while those of Abelard exposed him to ἘΠῚ 
of Sabellianism.@:) The doctrines of Anselm,(3) Peter 
Lombard,@:) and of most of the later scholastics®-) were less 
offensive, though they too sometimes bordered upon Sabel- 
lianism. But even within the narrowest limits of ortho- 
doxy, scope was left for subtile distinctions and absurd 
questions, which were in accordance with the spirit of 
western scholasticism.“) Among the Greeks LVicetas 
Choniates contented himself with representing the mys- 
tery in question in figurative language,(7) while Wicholas 
of Methone manifested a stronger leaning to the dialectic 
tendency of the western theologians.) ‘The mystics 
followed for the most part Dionysius Areopagita, andwere 
at much pains either to represent the incomprehensible in 
their writings as incomprehensible,-) or to bring it more 
within the reach of our apprehension Cin doing which 
they did not always avoid the appearance i pan- 
theism.)(0) The disciples of the school of St. Victor 
held, as it were, the medium between sterile scholasticism 
and fantastic mysticism.(!) ϑαυοπαγοία,(13.) and Wes- 
sel,3-) instead of indulging in philosophical reasonings, 
based upon the nature of God, returned to natural and 
human analogies, which served only for the purpose of il- 
lustrating the said mystery, but were not meant to ex- 
plain it. 

1.) In accordance with his nominalistic notions Roscelinus re- 
garded the appellation God, which is common to the three per- 
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Sons, aS ἃ mere name, 7. 6. as the abstract idea of a genus, under 
which the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are comprehended (as 
three individuals, as it were.) This was at least the meaning 
which his opponents attached to his language; see Ep. Joannis 
Monachi ad Anselmum (given by Baluze Miscell. L. iv. p. 478) : 
Hane de tribus Deitatis personis questionem Roscelinus movet: 
Si tres persone sunt una tantum res, et non sunt tres res per se, 
sicut tres angeli aut tres anime, ita tamen ut voluntate et po- 
tentia omnino sint: ergo Pater et Spir. S. cum filio incarnatus 
est.— This opinion was condemned by the synod of Soissons (a. 
Ὁ. 1093.), and combated by Anselm in his treatise: de fide tri- 
nitatis et de incarnatione verbi, contra blasphemias Rucelini.— 
But Anselm doubted the accuracy of the statements made by 
his opponents, c. 3: sed forsitan ipse non dicit: “ sicut sunt 
tres animee aut tres angeli ;”’ he thought it more probable that 
Roscelinus had expressed himself in more general terms: tres 
personas esse tres, sine additamento alicujus similitudinis, and 
that the above illustration was added by-his opponents. Never- 
theless he was disposed to attach credit to the statements of 
his opponents! comp. ὁ. 2.3 

@) Concerning the history of Abelard’s condemnation at the 
synod of Soissons (Concilium Suessionense, a. Ὁ. 1121.) comp. 
the works on ecclesiastical history, and Neander, der heilige 
Bernhard, p. 121 ss. “" His interpretation of the doctrine of the 
Trinity” (which is principally given in his Introductio ad Theo- 
logiam, and in his Theologia christiana) “ was, properly speak- 
‘ing, not new, but the same rational idea with which we meet in 
‘ all the interpretations of the dogma in question from the time of 
‘ the council of Nice, viz. that it denotes the relations of existence, 
« knowledge, and will, of power, wisdom, and love in the Divine 
« being, that it denotes the Trinity which is necessarily founded 
‘upon the unity. The uncreated Father in particular, designates 
‘the Divine omnipotence as the cause of all existence :" wisdom 
‘ presupposes the faculty of acting, and consequently omnipotence. 


a Ata later period Jerome of Prague was also charged with Letratheism, 
and even with more than that. He is said to have taught, in Deo sive in di- 
vina essentia non solum est Trinitas personarum, sed etiam quaternitas rerum 
et quinternitas, etc. Iste res in divinis sunt sic distinctee, quod una non est 
alia, et tamen quelibet earum est Deus. Istarum rerum una est aliis perfec- 
tior. See Hermann von der Hardt, Acta et decretalia T. iv. p. viii. ss. p, 
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‘The Almighty has from eternity devised a plan which his omni- 
‘ potence accomplishes, therefore wisdom is represented as be- 
‘ gotten from eternity from omnipotence which it presupposes. 
‘Tt is necessary to abstract all notions of time; by eternal 
‘ generation we must not understand successive action, but some- 
‘thing founded from eternity and above all time in the Divine 
‘ being, the necessary union of wisdom with omnipotence. The 
‘ Almighty, who by means of this omnipotence possesses the 
‘power of realizing all that he thinks, and by means of this 
‘ wisdom thinks only the perfect, will only that which his wisdom 
‘ has recognized as the best. This is expressed by the dogma: 
‘the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son,” ete. 
Neander 1. c. compare the passages quoted by Munscher ed. by 
von Célln 11. p. 53. 54.—The comparison which Abelard drew 
(Introd. 11. 12.) between the three persons of the Trinity, and the 
three persons in the grammar (prima que loquitur, secunda, ad 
quam loquitur, tertia, de qualoquuntur) was particularly offensive, 
and might easily be represented as countenancing Tritheism. 

@) The view which Anselm took of the doctrine of the 
Trinity, was on the whole not much sounder than that of 
Abelard. He too looked upon the Son as the wisdom of God, 

-and upon the Holy Ghost as the love of God, though he did 
not regard them as mere qualities (nor was this done by Abelard), 
but rather as hypostases. Monol. c. 27. ss. c. 30. he says of the 

Son (the Word): Si mens humana nullam ejus aut sui habere 
memoriam aut intelligentiam posset, nequaquam se ab irration- 
abilibus creaturis, et illam ab omni creatura, secum sola tacite 
disputando sicut nunc mens mea facit, discerneret. Ergo 
summus 1116 spiritus, sicut est sternus, ita eterne sui memor 
est, et intelligit se ad similitudinem mentis rationalis: immo 
non ad ullius similitudinem, sed ille principaliter, et mens 
rationalis ad ejus similitudinem. At si eterne se intelligit, 
eterne se dicit. Si eterne se dicit, eterne est verbum ejus 
apud ipsum. Sive igitur ille cogitetur nulla alia existente 
essentia, sive aliis existentibus, necesse est verbum illius 
cozeternum illi esse cum ipso...... ὁ. 36: Sicut igitur ille creator 
est rerum et principium, sic et verbum ejus; nec tamen sunt 
duo, sed unus creator et unum principium....c. 87: Quamvis 
enim necessitas cogat, ut sint duo: nullo tamen modo exprimi 
potest, quid duo sint...... e- 38: Etenim proprium unius est, 
esse ex altero et proprium est alterius, alterum esse ex illo. c. 
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39:.....Uius est verissimum proprium esse parentem, istius 
vero veracissimam esse prolem. c. 42:......Sic sunt (pater et 
filius) oppositt relationibus, ut alter nunquam suscipiat proprium 
alterius: sicut sunt concordes natura, ut alter semper teneat 
essentiam alterius. ὁ. 43: ... . Est autem perfecte summa 
essentia pater et perfecte summa essentia filius, pariter ergo 
perfectus pater per se est, et pariter perfectus filius per se 
est, sicut uterque sapit per se. Non enim idcirco minus per- 
fecta est essentia vel sapientia filius, quia est essentia nata de 
patris essentia, et sapientia de sapientia: sed tunc minus 
perfecta essentia vel sapientia esset, si non esset per se, aut 
non saperet per se. Nequaquam enim repugnat, ut filius per 
se subsistat, et de patre habeat esse.—Nevertheless he speaks 
of a priority of the Father: c. 44: valde tamen magis congruit 
fiium dici essentiam patris, quam patrem essentiam filii; 
quoniam namque pater a nullo habet essentiam nisi a se 
ipso, non satis apte dicitur habere essentiam alicujus nisi suam : 
quia vero filius essentiam suam habet a patre, et eandem habet 
pater, aptissime dici potest, habere essentiam patris.—c. 45: 
Veritas quoque patris aptissime dici potest filius, non solum eo 
sensu, quia est eadem filii veritas que est et patris, sicut jam 
perspectum est, sed etiam hoc sensu, ut in eo intelligatur non 
imperfecta quedam imitatio, sed integra veritas paterne sub- 
stantie, quia non est aliud, quam quod est pater. At si ipsa 
substantia patris est intelligentia et scientia et sapientia et 
veritas, consequenter colligitur: quia sicut filius est intelligen- 
tia et scientia et sapientia et veritas paternee substantiz, ita est 
intelligentia intelligentiz, scientia scientie, sapicntia sapientize 
et veritas veritatis... .. .¢. 47: Est igitur filius memoria patris 
et memoria memoric, 1.e. memoria memor patris, qui est 
memoria, sicut est sapientia patris et sapientia sapientia, 1. e. 
Sapientia sapiens patrem sapientiam, et filius quidem memoria 
nata de memoria, sicut sapientia nata de sapientia, pater vero 
de nullo nata memoria vel sapientia.—c. 48. Concerning the 
Spirit he expresses himself as follows: Palam certe est rationem 
habenti, eum idcirco sui memorem esse, aut se intelligere, quia 
se amat, sed ideo se amare, quia sui meminit et se intelligit; 
nec eum se posse amare, 51] sui non sit memor aut se non in- 
telligit. Nulla enim res amatur, sine ejus memoria et intel- 
ligentia, et multa tenentur memoria et intelliguntur, que non 
amantur. Patet igitur amorem summi spiritus ex eo procedere, 
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quia sui memor est et se intelligit. Quod si in memoria summi 
spiritus intelligitur pater, in intelligentia filius, manifestum est : 
quia a patre pariter et a filio summi spiritus amor procedit. c. 
49: Sed si se amat summus spiritus, procul dubio se amat 
pater, amat se filius et alter alterum: quia singulus pater sum- 
mus est spiritus, et singulus filius summus spiritus, et ambo 
simul unus spiritus. Ht quia uterque pariter sui et alterius 
meminit, et se et alterum intelligit, et quoniam omnino id 
ipsum est quod amat vel amatur in patre et quod in filio, 
necesse est ut pari amore uterque diligat se et alterum.—c. 55. 
Respecting the relation in which the three persons stand to each 
other, he says: Patrem itague nullus facit sive creat aut gignit, 
filium vero pater solus gignit, sed non facit; pater autem 
pariter et filius non faciunt neque gignunt, sed quodammodo si 
sic dici potest, spirant suum amorem: quamvis enim non 
nostro more spiret summe incommutabilis essentia, tamen 
ipsum amorem a se ineffabiliter procedentem, non discedendo ab 
illa, sed existendo ex illa, forsitan non alio modo videtur posse 
dici aptius ex se emittere quam spirando. c. 57: Jocundum 
est intueri in patre et filio et utriusque spiritu, quomodo sint in 
se invicem tanta equa zqualitate, ut nullus alium excedat..... 
Totam quippe suam memoriam summus intelligit spiritus’ et 
amat et totius intelligentiz meminit et totam amat et totius 
amoris meminit et totum intelligit. Intelligitur autem in memoria 
pater, in intelligentia filius, in amore utriusque spiritus. Tanta 
igitur pater et filius et utriusque spiritus equalitate sese com- 
plectuntur et sunt in se invicem, ut eorum nullus alium 
excedere, aut sine eo esse probetur......c. 60:... Est enim 
unusquisque non minus in allis quam in se ipso. .. . (It should 
be observed that Anselm admitted that this relation can neither 
be comprehended, nor expressed in suitable words, c. 62.) 

@) Sentent. Lib. i. Dist. 5. (quoted by Munscher ed. by von 
Colin ii. p. 56. 57.) Joachim, abbot of Flore, opposed Peter 
Lombard, and charged him with having taught: Patrem et Fi- 
lium et Spiritum Sanct. quandam summam esse rem, que neque 
sit generans, neque genita, neque procedens. But Peter Lom- 
bard had only urged the importance of the distinction often ne- 
glected between God (as such) and God the Father (as one of 


8. The word spiritus is also used through the whole treatise in reference to 
the Godhead generally speaking. 
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the persons of the Trinity,) and had therefore asserted : non est 
dicendum, quod divina essentia genuit fillum, quia cum filius sit 
divina essentia, jam esset filius res, a qua generaretur, et ita 
eadem res se ipsam generaret...... quod omnino esse non potest. 
Sed pater solus genuit filium, et a patre et filio procedit spiritus 
S. (On the doctrine of Joachim himself see note 10.) 

©) Alexander Hales: Summe P. i. qu. 42. Membr. 2, quoted 
by Munscher ed. by von Colln p. 55. Cramer vol. vii. p. 309 ss. 
Thomas Aquinas P. 1. qu. 27-43. We meet with a purely spe- 
culative perception of the Trinity in the work of Alanus ab Ins. 
i, art. 25. (Pez. i. p. 484.) ; he regarded the Father as matter, 
the Son as form, and the Holy Spirit asthe union of both. The 
view of Abelard, according to which the three persons denoted 
the power, wisdom and love of the Divine being, became on the 
whole current in the middle ages. Comp. ποίθ 11. 

(6) Comp. Alexander Hales quoted by Cramerl.c. The gene- 
ration of the Son is explained by the diffusive nature of God; 
at the same time a distinction is made between material gene- 
ration (from the substance of the Father,) original generation 
(as a human son 15 begotten by his father,) and ordinal genera- 
tion (as the morning gives rise to noon;) but none of these can 
be applied to the Divine being. It is only in so far admissible 
to speak of the Son being begotten from the substance of the 


Father, as such language is not meant to imply anything ma- — 


terial, but only intended to teach, that the nature of the Son 
does not differ from that of the Father. Questions such as the 
following were started: Was it necessary that God should be- 
get, or might he have possessed the power, but not the will to 
beget ? why are there just three persons in the Trinity ? why 
not more or less? how does it happen that the name of the 
Father is put first, and the names of the Son and Spirit follow, 
though all three are equal? is it allowed to invert the order, 
and why not? etc. Anselm (Monol. c. 40.) inquired into the 
reason for calling God Father in reference to the act of genera- 
tion, and not mother. He also demonstrated very seriously, 
that the Son was the fittest of the three persons of the Trinity 
to become man: Cur Deus homo u. 9.: Si quelibet alia persona 
incarnetur, erunt duo filii in Trinitate, filius scilicet Dei, qui et 
ante incarnationem filius est, et ille qui per incarnationem filius 
erit virginis, et erit in personis, quae semper sequales esse de- 
bent, insequalitas secundum dignitatem nativitatum...... Item, si 
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Pater fuerit incarnatus, erunt duo nepotes in Trinitate, quia Pa- 
ter erit nepos parentum virginis per hominem assumtum, et 
Verbum, cum nihil habeat de homine, nepos tamen erit virginis, 
quia filii ejus erit filius, quee omnia inconvenientia sunt, nec in 
incarnatione Verbi contingunt. Est et aliud, cur magis conve- 
niat incarnari filio, quam aliis personis, quia convenientius sonat 
filium supplicare Patri, quam aliam personam alii. Item, homo, 
pro quo erat oraturus, diabolus, quem erat expugnaturus, ambo 
falsam similitudinem Dei per propriam voluntatem przsumse- 
rant. Unde quasi specialius adversus personam Filu peccave- 
runt, qui vera Patris similitudo creditur etc. (Comp. below § 
179.) 

(7) One of his illustrations is 6. g. taken from a balance (The- 

saur. ὁ. 30.) The Son represents the central point of union be- 

tween the Father and the Holy Spirit, and preserves the most 
perfect equilibrium between the two ; but the whole denotes the » 
perfect equilibrium between honour, power, and being, the inner 
Divine equality and harmony, inasmuch as no person elevates 
himself above the other. The double-winged seraphim also are 
in his opinion a figure of the Trinity. But while in the former 
case the Son is to be regarded as the central-point of union, in 
the latter the body of the seraphim represents the Father, and 
the wings denote the Son and the Holy Spirit. Comp. {Π]]- 
mann 1. 6. p. 41. 42. 

(8) « Many of the earlier theologians asserted the incompre- 
‘hensibility of God, and at the same time propounded the most 
‘profound mysteries of the doctrine of the Trinity with a de- 
‘ gree of assurance which would allow of no doubt, and Nicho- 
‘las was guilty of the same inconsistency. In the same sen- 
‘tence he represented the nature of God as beyond knowledge 
‘and expression, beyond the apprehension and investigation 
‘even of the highest order of spirits, and gave the most precise 
‘and apodictical definitions concerning the relation subsisting 
‘ between the Divine being and the Divine persons’ (6. g. Refat. 
p. 23. 24.) Ullmann p. 78. Nicholas removed the apparent con- 
tradiction of a trinity in a unity by avoiding all analogies with 
created objects. He would not have understood the terms: unity 
and trinity in the sense in which they are used by mathematicians, 
viz. as numeric definitions. But in his opinion the unity of God 
was only a unity of being, and the trinity a trinity of persons. 
He thought that there was nothing contradictory in the union 
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of such a unity with such a trinity, see Ullmann p. 79. 80. (He 
also appealed to Gregory of Nazianzum Orat. xxix, 2.: μονὰς ἀπ᾽ 
ἀρχῆς εἰς δυάδα κινηϑεῖσα, μέχρι τριάδος ἔστη.) “ We adore,” said Ni- 
cholas (Refut. p. 67.), “as the creative principle of all exist- 
ence that God who is one as respects his essential nature, but 
consists of three persons, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost. With regard to these three, we praise the Father as 
that which causes (ὡς αἴτιον), but we confess that the Son and the 
Holy Spirit have proceeded from the Father as that which 1s 
caused (ὡς αἰτιατὰ.) ‘They are not created nor brought forth in 
the common sense of the word, but in a supernatural, super- 
human manner. Being of the same essence, they are united 
with the Father and with each other without being confounded ; 
they are distinct without separation.” Regarding the term 
αἴτιον he would not have it understood to denote a creative or 
formative causality, but a hypostatic one, which might be called 
γεννητικὸν (2. 6. that which causes generation) in relation to the 
Son, and προαχτικὸν εἴτουν προβλητικὸν (ὦ, ὁ. that which causes pro- 
cession) in reference to the Spirit. Thus he also said (p. 45.) : 
ὁ πατὴρ ἕν πνεῦμω προβάλλει: see Ullmann, 1. c. p. 82. 

© Tauler (Predigten ii. p. 172.) said: “ Concerning this 
most excellent and holy Trinity we cannot find any suitable 
words in which we might speak of it, and yet we must express 
this supernatural, incomprehensible Trinity in words. If we 
therefore attempt to speak of it, it is as impossible’to do it pro- 
perly, as to reach the sky with one’s head. For all that we can 
say or think of it, is a thousand times less proportionate to it, 
than the point of a needle is to heaven and earth, yea, a hundred 
thousand times less) We might talk to a wonderful amount, 
and yet we could neither express nor understand, how the dis- 
tinction of the persons can exist in the supernatural unity. It 
is better to meditate on these things than to speak of them ; 
for it is not very pleasant either to say much about this matter, 
or to hear of it, especially when words have been introduced 
(from without), and because we are altogether unequal to the 
task. For the whole subject is at an infinite distance from us, 
and wholly foreign to us, nor is it revealed to us, for it even 
surpasses the apprehension of angels. We therefore leave it 
to great prelates and learned men; they must have something 
to say, in order to defend the catholic faith ; but we will simply 
believe.” 
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ae) In opposition to Peter Lombard, Joachim, Abbot of Fiore, 
jaid down a theory which was condemned by the fourth council 
of the Lateran (a. p. 1215.), though he pretended to have re- 
ceived it by inspiration. He looked upon the instrument of 
ten strings as the best image of the Trinity. Its three corners 
represent the three persons, the instrument itself denotes the 
unity. Concerning the further developement of this notion see 
Engelhardt, Kirchenhistorische Abhandlungen p. 265 ss.—The 
views of Master Eckart on the doctrine of the Trinity are given 
by Schmidt in the Studien und Kritiken 1. ὁ. p. 694. Sermons 
on the Trinity fol. 265. a. it is said: “ What is the language of 
God ? the Father beholding himself with a simple knowledge, 
and looking into the simple purity of his nature, sees all crea- 
tures formed, and speaks within himself; that Word is a clear 
knowledge and that is the Son; therefore the phrase “ God 
speaks,” is equivalent to “God begets.” or other passages 
comp. Schmidt I. ὁ. p. 696.—H. Suso taught as follows (c. δῦ. 
see Diepenbrock p. 215): “ In proportion as any being is simple 
in itself, 10 1s manifold in its powers and capacities. That which 
has nothing, can give nothing; that which has much, can give 
much. God possesses the fulness of all that is perfect in him- 
self, but, because his goodness is unlimited and higher than the 
heavens, he will not keep it all to himself, but he delights in 
sharing it between himself and others. On this account the 
first and highest act of the manifestation of the summum bonum 
must have reference to itself, and that cannot be, except it be 
present, inward, substantial, personal, natural, necessary with- 
out being compulsory, infinite and perfect. All other manifesta- 
tions which are in time or in created objects, are only the re- 
flection of the eternal manifestation of the unlimited Divine 
goodness. Therefore the schoolmen say, that in the emanation 
of the creature from the first origin there is a circular return of 
the end into the commencement; for as the procession of the 
person from God is a complete image of the origin of the crea- 
ture, so it is also a type of the return of the creature into God. 
Now observe the difference between the said manifestation, and 
the manifestation of God,. . . . A human father gives to his 
son in his birth a part of his own nature, but not all at once, 
and not the whole of that which he is; for he himself is a com- 
pound being. But as it is evident that the Divine manifestation 
is so much more intimate and dignified according to the dignity 
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of the person, and as God infinitely surpasses all other beings, 
it necessarily follows that his manifestation is equal to his 
nature, and that such a manifestation cannot take place apart 
from a manifestation of his nature according to personal qua- 
lities. If you can now contemplate with a pure eye, and be- 
hold the purest goodness of the highest good, which is in its very 
nature a beginning which operates in the present time, and 
loves itself naturally and willingly; then you will see the ex- 
ceeding supernatural manifestation of the Word from the Father, 
by whose words all things were created and formed, and you 
will perceive in the highest good, and in the highest manifesta- 
tion, the necessary origin of the Holy Trinity: Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost. And as the highest manifestation proceeds from 
the supreme and essential Godhead, there must be in the said 
Trinity the most perfect and most intimate sameness of essence, 
the highest equality and independence of being which the 
three persons possess in triumphant manifestation, in undivided 
substance and in the undivided omnipotence of the three per- 
sons in the Deity.” (Suso however acknowledged that none 
could explain in words, how the Trinity of the Divine persons 
could exist in the unity of being. Ibid. p. 217.) Similar views 
were entertained by Ruysbroek, whose opinions concerning the 
Trinity are given in the work of Engelhardt p. 174—177. 
According to Ruysbroek, there are four unfathomable qualities 
in God. He manifests himself through wisdom and love, he 
attracts by unity and substantiality. The eternal truth is be- 
gotten from the Father, the eternal love proceeds from the 
Father and the Son. These are the two emanating attributes 
of God. The unity of the Divine nature attracts the three 
persons by the bonds of love, and the Divine wisdom unfolds 
the unity with a tranquil and happy embrace of love. These 
are the attractive attributes of God. 

(1) Hugo of St Victor found in external nature an indication 
of the Trinity. He perceived a still purer impression of it in 
the rational creation, viz. the spirit, which is only assisted by 
the external world, or the world of bodies; in the one case we 
have a true impression, in the other only a sign. How the 
Trinity manifests itself in the external creation, (power, wisdom 
and goodness), he showed in his treatise: de tribus diebus T. 1. 
fol. 24—33. Comp. de sacram. Lib. i. P. iii. ὁ. 28. Liebner p. 
375. Concerning his philosophical views, Hugo followed his 
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predecessors Augustine and Anselm, but employed that fuller 
and more poetical style which is peculiar to the mystics; he did 
so especially in his treatise: de tribus diebus. On the whole, 
Hugo differed from Anselm “by remaining at a certain dis- 
tance, and thus keeping to more general and indefinite expres- 
stons, tn the use of which he exposed himself to less danger.” 
Liebner p. 381. We may notice as very remarkable, and foreign 
to the general spirit of mysticism, but as truly scholastic, the 
manner in which Hugo answered the question, why the Sacred 
Scriptures? have ascribed power in particular to the Father, 
wisdom to the Son, and love to the Holy Spirit, since power, 
wisdom and love belong equally and essentially to all the three, 
and are eternal. He argued as follows: ‘“ When men heard of 
the Father and Son being in God, they might, in accordance with 
human relations, think of the Father as old and aged, and conse- 
quently weaker than the Son, but of the Son as juvenile and 
unexperienced, and therefore less wise than the Father. To pre- 
vent any such mistake, Scripture has wisely and cautiously as- 
cribed power to the Father and wisdom to the Son. Likewise 
men hearing of God the Holy Spirit (Spiritus) might think of him 
as a snorting [ Germ. schnaubend | and haughty being, and be ter- 
rified at his supposed harshness and cruelty. But then Scrip- 
ture coming in and calling the Holy Ghost loving and mild, 
tranquillized them.” (de sacram. c. 26.) The passage is cited 
by Liebner p. 381. and 382. where further particulars may be 
compared. Hugo however rejected, generally speaking, all sub- 
tile questions, and had a clear insight into the figurative lan- 
guage of Scripture. Nor did Richard of St. Victor indulge so 
much in subtile speculations in his work: de trinitate, as most 
other scholastics. It is true, he adopted the same views con- 
cerning the trias of power, wisdom, and love, but he laid 
most stress upon the latter, and ascribed to it the generation 
of the Son. In the highest good there is the fulness and per- 
fection of goodness, and consequently the highest love ; for there 


@ It is scarcely necessary to observe that Scripture by no means sanctions 
such an arbitrary distribution of the Divine attributes among the three per- 
sons. With equal propriety, if not with more, the Son might have been 
called love, and the Spirit wisdom or power. It was only the tracing of the 
idea of the Logos to that of the Sophia in the Old Testament, and the predomi- 
nant speculative tendency (according to which intelligence was the most im- 
portant thing) which led to this kind of reasoning. 
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is nothing more perfect than love. But love (amor), in order to 
be charity (charitas), must have for its object, not itself, but 
something else. Hence where there is no plurality of persons, 
there can be no charity. Love towards creatures is not suffi- 
cient, for God can only love what is worthy of the highest love. 
The love of God to none but himself would not be the highest 
love ; in order to render it such, it is necessary that it should 
be manifested towards a person which is Divine, etc. But even 
this is not yet the highest love. Love is social. Both persons 
(who love each other) wish a third person to be loved as much 
as they love each other, for it is a proof of weakness not to be 
willing to allow society in love. Therefore every two persons 
in the Trinity agree in loving a third one. The fulness of love 
also requires highest perfection, hence the three persons are 
equal. In the Trinity there is neither a greater nor a less; two 
are not greater than one, three are not greater than two. This 
appears indeed incomprehensible, ete. Compare also the pas- 
sage de Trin. 1. 4. quoted by Hase, Dogmatik p. 637., and es- 
pecially Engelhardt, 1. c. p. 108 ss. —The other scholasties who 
manifested a leaning to mysticism, argued in a similar way. 
Thus Bonaventura, Itiner. mentis c. 6. Raimund of Sabunde 
c.49. Compare also Gerson, Sermo 1. in festo 5. Trin. (quoted 
by Ch. Schmidt, p. 106.) ᾿ 

(12) Savonarola showed in a very ingenious manner (Triumphus 
crucis Lib. iii. ὁ. 3. p. 192—96. quoted by Rudelbach, p. 366. 67.), 
that a certain procession or emanation exists in all creatures. 
The more excellent and noble these creatures are, the more per- 
fect the said precession is; the more perfect it is, the more in- 
ternal. If you take fire and bring it into contact with wood, it 
kindles and assimilates it. But this procession is altogether 
external, for the power of the fire works only externally. If 
you take a plant, you will find that its vital power works inter- 
nally, changing the moisture which it extracts from the ground 
into the substance of the plant, and producing the flower which 
was internal. This procession is much more internal than that 
of fire; but it is not altogether internal, for it attracts moisture 
from without, and produces the flower externally, and though 
the flower is connected with the tree, yet the fruit is an external 
production, and separates itself from the tree.—The sensuous 
life is of a higher order. When I see a picture, a procession 
and emanation comes from the picture which produces an im- 
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pression upon the eye; the eye presents the object in question 
to the imagination or to the memory; nevertheless the proces- 
sion remains internal, though it comes from without. Intelli- 
gence is of a still higher order; a man having perceived some- 
thing, forms in his inner mind an idea of it, and delights in its 
contemplation; this gives rise to a certain love which remains 
in the faculty of thinking. It may indeed be said that even in 
this case there is something external (the perception.) But 
from this highest and innermost procession we may draw such 
further inferences with regard to God, who unites in himself all 
perfection, that the I’ather, as it were, begets out of himself an 
idea which is his eternal Word (Logos), and that the love, which 
is the Holy Spirit, proceeds from the Father and the Son. This 
procession is the most perfect, because it does not come from 
without, but remains in God.* Comp. Meier, Savonarola, p. 
248 ss. 

(18) Wessel (de magnitudine Passionis, c. 74. p. 606. quoted 
by Ullmann, p. 206.) expressed himself as follows: ‘ In our 
inner man, who is created after the image of, and in resem- 
blance to God, there is a certain trinity : understanding (mens), 
reason (intelligentia), and will (voluntas.) These three are 
equally sterile, inactive, and unoccupied, when they are aliena- 
ted from their prototype. Our understanding without wisdom 
is like the light without the eye, and what else is this wisdom, 
but God the Father ?? The Word (the Logos) is the law and 
the norm of our judgments, and teaches us to think of ourselves 
with humility according to the true wisdom. And the Spirit of 
both, the Divine love, is the food of the will (Spiritus amborum, 
Deus charitas, lac est voluntati.)” The practical application fol- 
lowed by itself. | 

The three persons in the Trinity were in a peculiar way con- 
nected with the developement of the history of the world. Ac- 
cording to Hugo of St. Victor (de tribus diebus, quoted by 


2 But Savonarcla also pointed out in very appropriate language the insuffi- 
ciency of our ideas :‘* God does with us asa mother does with her child. She 
does not say tohim: Go, and do such and sucha thing ; but she accommodates 
herself to the capacity of the child, and makes her wishes known by abrupt 
words and by gestures. Thus God accommodates himself to our ideas.” See 
Rudelbach, 1. c. p. 369. 

Ὁ He calls the Mather Wisdom; the scholastics applied this term to the 
Sou. Comp. the note to note 1]. 
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Liebner, p. 383. note), the day of fear commenced with the 
promulgation of the law given by the Father (power); the day 
of truth with the manifestation of Christ, the Son (wisdom), and 
the day of love with the effusion of the Holy Spirit (love.) Thus 
there was a progressive developement of the times towards great- 
er and greater light!—The mystico-pantheistic sects, on the other 
hand, interpreted these three periods according to their own 
notions,and in connection with millennarian hopes. 


8 171. 


THE DOCTRINE OF CREATION, PROVIDENCE, AND THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE WORLD.—THEODICY. ᾿ 


The pantheistic system of John Scotus Hrigena() 
found no imitators among the orthodox scholasties; they 
adhered rather to the idea of a creation out of nothing.@.) 
Later writers endeavoured to define this doctrine more 
precisely, in order to prevent any misunderstanding, as 
if nothing could have been the cause of existence.@.)— 
The Mosaic account of the creation was interpreted 
literally by some, and allegorically by others.4) Even 
during the present period the opinion continued to pre- 
vail generally, that the world is a work of Divine good- 
ness, and exists principally for the sake of man.) 
Though mysticism would easily induce its advocates to 
regard the independent appearance of the finite creature 
as separation from the Creator, and consequently as re- 
bellion, and thus to represent creation as the work of 
Satan (after the manner of the Manicheans),(6) yet 
these pious thinkers would be roused by the sight of the 
works of God to the utterance of beautiful and elevating 
expressions, and be lost in wonder and adoration.7-) On 
the contrary, the schoolmen, fond as they were of vain 
and subtile investigation, indulged here also in absurd in- 
quiries.“)— Concerning the existence of evilin the world, 
the scholastics adopted for the most part the views of Au- 
gustine. Some (e.g. Thomas Aquinas) regarded evil as 
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the absence of good, and as forming a necessary part of the 
finite world, retaining however the difference between 
moral evil and physical evil (the evil of guilt, and the 
evil of its punishment).@) Others adopted, with Chry- 
sostom, the notion of a twofold Divine will, (voluntas 
antecedens et consequens. )(!°) | 


(4) Comp. above ὃ 165. 1. and de divina natura ii. ὃ. 19. quo- 
ted by Munscher ed. by von Colln, p. 63. 

(2) God is not only the former (factor), but the creator and 
author (creator) of matter. This was taught by Hugo of St. 
Victor (Prolog. c. 1. Liebner, p. 355.), and the same opinion 
was adopted by the other mystics. The advocates of Platonism 
alone returned to the notions of Origen. 

©) Thus Alexander Hales (Summa P. ii. Quest. 9. Membr. 
10.) drew a distinction between a nilhilum privativum and 
negativum ; see on this point Munscher ed. by von Colln p. 61. 
62.— Thomas Aquinas (Pars 1. Qu. 46. art 2.) represented the 
doctrine of a creation out of nothing as an article of faith 
({credibile), but not as an object of knowledge and argumenta- 
tion (non demonstrabile vel scibile), and expressed himself as 
follows. Qu. 45. Art. 2: Quicunque facit aliquid ex aliquo, 
iullud ea quo facit, preesupponitur actioni ejus et non producitur 
per ipsam actionem..... Si ergo Deus non ageret, nisi ex 
aliquo presupposito, sequeretur quod illud preesuppositum non 
esset causatum ab ipso. Ostensum est autem supra, quod nihil 
potest esse in entibus nisi a Deo, qui est causa universalis totius 
Esse. Unde necesse est dicere quod Deus ex nihilo res in esse 
producit. Comp. Cramer vil. p. 415 ss. 

@) Thus Hugo of St. Victor thought, that the creation out of 
formless matter in six days might be literally interpreted. The 
Almighty might have made it differently; but it was in this 
way that he resolved to teach rational beings in a figure, how 
they are to be transformed from moral deformity into moral 
beauty.—In creating the light prior to all other works he 
signified, that the works of darkness displeased him. The 
good and evil angels were separated at the same time, when 
light and darkness were separated. God did not separate light 
from darkness, till he saw that the former was good. In like 
manner, we should first of all examine, whether our light is 
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good, and then we may proceed toa separation, ete. Observing 
that the phrase “and God saw that it was good,” is wanting in 
reference to the work of the second day in the Mosaic account 
of the creation, he was induced to enter into further inquiries 
respecting the reason of this omission. He found it in the 
number two, which is an inauspicious number, because it de- 
notes defection from the unity. Nor is it said in reference to 
the waters above the firmament, as it is done with regard to 
those under the firmament, that they were gathered together un- 
to one place—because the love of God (the heavenly water) is 
_shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost. This love must 
explain itself and increase ; but the waters under the firmament 
(the lower passions of the soul) must be kept together. Though 
fishes and birdsare created out of the same matter, different 
places are assigned to them, which is a type of the elect and 
the reprobate, speaking of one and the same corrupt nature : 
Comp. Liebner p. 256, 57.—Friar Berthold perceived in the 
works of the first three days of the creation, faith, hope and 
love ;-see Kling p. 462. 63. 

©) Joh. Dam. de fide orth. ii. 2. (after the example of Gregory 
of Nazianzum and Dionysius Areopagita:) ᾿Επεὶ οὖν ὁ dyaSis καὶ 
ὑπεράγανος Θεὸς οὐκ Hoxton τῇ ἑαυτοῦ “εωρίῳ, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπερβολῇ ayadirnros 
εὐδόκησε γενέσγαι τινὰ τὰ εὐεργετησησόμενα, καὶ μεδέξοντα τῆς αὐτοῦ ἀγαϑό- 
τητος, ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος εἰς τὸ εἶναι ποράγει καὶ δημιουργεῖ τὰ σύμπαντα ἀόρατά 
σε καὶ ὁρατὰ καὶ τὸν ἐξ ὁρατοῦ καὶ ἀοράτου συγκείμενον ἄνϑοωπον.----Ὀρίγ. 
Lomb. Sententt. ii. Dist. i. C.: Dei tanta est bonitas, ut summe 
bonus beatitudinis suze, qua eternaliter beatus est, alios velit esse 
participes, quam videt et communicari posse et minul omnino 
non posse. Illud ergo bonum quod ipse erat et quo beatus erat, 
sola bonitate, non necessttate aliis communicari voluit...... Litt. 
D: Et quia non valet ejus beatitudinis particeps existere aliquis, 
nisi per intelligentiam (que quanto magis intelligitur, tanto 
plenius habetur) fecit Deus rationalem creaturam, que summum 
bonum intelligeret et intelligendo amaret et amando possideret 
ac possidendo frueretur......Litt. .: Deus perfectus et summa 
bonitate plenus, nec augeri potest nec minui. Quod ergo ra- 
tionalis creatura facta est a Deo, referendum est ad creatoris 
bonitatem et ad creature utilitatem. Comp. Alan. ab Ins. 1]. 4, 
(quoted by Pez. Thes. 1. p. 487. 88.—Hugo of St. Victor also 
said (quoted by Liebner p. 357. 58.): “ The creation of the 
world had man, that of man had God for its object. The world 
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should serve man, and man should serve- God, but the service 
of the latter should be to his own advantage, inasmuch as he 
would find his happiness in it. For God being all-sufficient to 
himself, nor standing in need of the services of any one, man 
has received both ὁ. 6. all, viz. the good under him, and the good 
above him, the former to supply his necessities, the latter to 
constitute his happiness, the former for his benefit and use, the 
latter for his enjoyment and possession. Thus man, though 
created at a later period, was nevertheless the cause of all that 
was under him, and hence the high dignity of the human nature.” 
Thomas Aquinas supposed God to have no other object than 
the communication of his own being, Summe p. i. qu. 44. art. 
4.: Primo agenti, qui est agens tantum, non convenit agere 
propter acquisitionem alicujus finis: sed intendit solum com- 
municare suam perfectionem, que est ejus bonitas. Et unaque- 
que creatura intendit consequi suam perfectionem, que est si- 
militudo perfectionis et bonitatis divine. Sic ergo divina boni- 
tas est finis rerum omnium. Comp. Cramer vii. p. 414. 15. 

(6) According to the author of the work on German theology 
(cap. 1. from the commencement) the ideas of being a creature, 
being created, being an ego, and self-existence, are synonymous 
with love of the world, love of the creature, self-love, self-will, 
-natural carnal sense, and carnal pleasure. The creature must 
depart, if God is to enter. He thinks it sinful, “to esteem 
created things, and to look upon them as something, while they 
are in reality—nothing.”’ Subsequently he admits however, 
that those things have their existence only in God: “ Out of that 
which is perfect, or without it there is no true existence, but 
allis mere accident, or mere semblance and glitter, which is no 
true being, nor has it a true existence, like the brightness which 
proceeds from fire, or light, or the sun.”—Some of the heretical 
sects of the middle ages entertained views on these points which 
bordered upon Manicheism. Thus Berthold, a Franciscan monk, 
said in a sermon (quoted by Kling p. 305. Wackernagel, Le- 
sebuch 1. Sp. 678.): Some heretics believe and maintain that 
the devil created man, when our Lord created the soul in him. 
Comp. Hrmengardi opuse. contra. hereticos, qui dicunt et cre- 
dunt, mundum istum et omnia visibilia non esse a Deo facta, sed 
a Diabolo, edited by Gretser in Bibl. max. PP. T. xxiv. p. 1602. 
Gieseler, Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte 11, ὃ 82. note o. 

(7) Henry Suso (c. 54. quoted by Diepenbrock p. 208.) said: 
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Now let us remain here for a while, and contemplate the high 
and excellent master in his works. Look above you and around 
you, look to the four quarters of the world, how wide and high 
the beautiful sky is in its rapid course, and how richly the mas- 
ter has adorned it with the seven planets, each of which, with 
the exception of the moon, is much larger than the earth, and 
how it is beautified by the innumerable multitude of the bright 
stars. O, how clearly and cheerfully the beautiful sun rises in 
the summer-season, and how diligently he gives growth and 
blessings to the soil; how the leaves and the grass come forth, 
how the beautiful flowers smile, how the forest, and the heath, 
and the field resound with the sweet airs of the nightingale and 
other small birds, how all the animals which were shut up dur- 
ing the severe winter, come forth and enjoy themselves, and pro- 
pagate their species, how young and old manifest their joy in 
merry and gladsome utterances. O, tender God! if thou art so 
loving in thy creatures, how beautiful and delightful must thou 
be in thyself !—Look further, I pray you, and behold the four 
elements, earth, water, air, and fire, and all the wonderful things 
in them, the variety and diversity of men, quadrupeds, birds, 
fishes, and sea-monsters, all of which cry aloud and proclaim the 
praise and honour of the boundless and infinite nature of God! 
Lord, who does preserve all this? who does feed it? Thou 
takest care of all, of every thing in its own way, of great and 
small, rich and poor, thou, O God! thou doest it, thou art in- 
deed God! 

“) John Damascenus i. 5 ss. treated of the whole range of 
natural science {cosmography, astronomy, physics, geology, etc.), 
as far as it was known to him, in the section on creation. Most 
of the scholastics followed his example. Comp. Cramer vii. p. 
388 ss. But in introducing natural history into the province of 
dogmatic theology, writers thought themselves at liberty to cir- 
cumscribe it by means of the doctrine of the church. Thus it 
happened that e. g. in the times of Pope Boniface, the assertion 
of Virgilius, a priest, that there are antipodes, was considered he- 
retical; see Schrockh xix. p. 219. 220.—In reference to the 
work of creation it may further be asked whether it is to be as- 
signed only to one of the persons of the Trinity ?. The theolo- 
gians of the present period adopted the opinion of the earlier 
church, that all the three persons participated in it; Thomas 
~ Aquinas qu. 45, art. 6. Cramer vu. p. 416. This wag however 
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scarcely more than a speculative idea. The power of creating 
_was supposed to be more particularly possessed by the Father, 
from the very reason that power was ascribed to him, though 
different expressions were used 6, g. in the hymn: Veni Creator 
Spiritus. 

©) Anselm himself taught that this world is the most perfect 
(omne quod est, recte est,) dial. de ver. ὁ. 7. and Abelard agreed 
with what Plato asserted (Gan the Timeus:) Deum nullatenus 
mundum meliorem potuisse facere, quam fecerit (Introd. ad 
Theol. i. c. 5. quoted by Minscher ed. by von Colln ii. p. 70.) 
This assertion however met with opposition onthe part of others. 
(Comp. § 167. note 6.) According to Alewander Hales every 
individual possesses its own perfection, though it may appear 
imperfect if compared with the whole, see Cramer vi. p. 418. 
Concerning the nature of evil Thomas Aquinas expressed him- 
self quite in the sense of Augustine (qu. 48. and 49.): evil is not 
a thing which exists by itself, but the absence and want of good. 
Evil is moreover necessary to constitute a difference of degrees ; 
the imperfection of individual things belongs even to the per- 
fection of the world; Summa p. i. qu. 48. art. 2. quoted by 
Munscher. But Thomas well knew how to make an exception 
in the case of moral evil: the latter is not only adefect, but the 
wicked are wanting something which they should not be wanting ; 
therefore the idea of evil belongs more properly to the evil of 
guilt (malum culpx,) than to the evil of punishment (malum 
peene.) (Comp. Tertull. advers., Mare. 11. 14.) 

0.) The scholastics commonly treated of the doctrine of Pro- 
vidence and of Theodicy in the chapter on Divine attributes, and 
on the Divine will in particular. According to Hugo of St. 
Victor the Divine providence itself is an attribute, viz. that at- 
tribute of God by which he takes care of all the works of his 
hands, abandons nothing that is his, and gives to every one his 
due. Both the actual existence of good, and the mode of its 
existence, depend on the disposition (dispositio) of God. It is 
not so with evil. Only the mode of its existence depends on 
God, but not its existence itself; for God does not do evil him- 
self; but when evil is done, he overrules it (malum ordinabile 
est) de sacram. c. 19—21. quoted by Liebner, p. 366. Cramer 
vil. p. 274 88. On the ϑέλημα προηγούμενον, ete. comp. ὃ 126. note 
5. and John Damasc. de fide orthod. ii, 29. By the scholastics 
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the ϑέλημα προηγούμενον was also called voluntas bene placiti, the 


<A. ἑπόμενον (Consequens) voluntas signi (expression of one’s will.) . 


Comp. Liebner, Hugo of St. Victor, p. 386. Peter Lomb. Lib. 
i. Dist. 45. F. Alex. Hales Summa P. i. Qu. 36. Membr. 1. 
Thom. Aquinas Summa P.i. Qu. 19. Art. 11. 12. Comp. Mun- 
scher ed. by von Colln p. 72. 73. Cramer p. 264 ss. 


8 172. 
THE ANGELS AND THE DEVIL. 


John Damascenus and others) adhered to the classifi- 
eation of the angels established by Pseudo-Dionysius 
(8 131. note 8.) The council of the Lateran held a. Ὁ. 
1215. under Pope Innocent III. pronounced as the doc- 
itrine of the church, that the angels are spiritual beings, 
and were created in a state of innocence.@) But with re- 
gard to particular points, such as the nature and the of- 
fices of the angels, the relation in which they stood to 
God, the world, man, andthe work of redemption, ample 
scope was left for poetical and imaginary speculations 
which sometimes led to absurd and fanciful notions.@-) 
The idea of the devil formed a still more essential part 
of the popular creed of the Germanic nations, and was 
either connected in a somewhat awful manner with the 
belief in sorcery and witches, so common during the 
middle ages, or was treated with levity and humour, and 
brought out in legends and popular tales.) In the his- 
tory of doctrines the said vulgar and current notion of the 
devil is of as much importanee as the theoretical systems 
of the schools, which were for the most part founded up- 
on earlier definitions.©-) In the religious point of view 
it is of moment, that the devil can compel none to com- 
mit sin, while he himself is delivered up to eternal con- 
demnation.“) He, as well as his associates, the evil spi- 
rits, are conscious of their punishment, but take pleasure 
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in the torments of the damned ; this compensation, worthy 
of their devilish disposition, is all that they enjoy.) 


“) De fide orthod. 11. 3. Most of the scholastics adopted the 
said classification. Thus Hugo of St. Victor mentioned and ex- 
plained the orders and names of angels (according to Pseudo- 
Dionysius) only very briefly (de sacr. 1. 5.), “ which is a proof of 
his good sense.” (Liebner p. 395.) Comp. Lomb. Sent. lib. ii. 
Dist. 9. A. Thom. Aquinas Summ. P. i: Qu. 108. quoted by 
Munscher ed. by von Colln p. 65. 

*) Cone. Lateran. iv. Can. i. Mansi T. xxii. p. 982. quoted 
by Munscher ed. by von Culln, 1. ο. 

©) Most of the scholastics adopted the opinion of Augustine, 
that the angels are created with all other creatures, and only in 
so far prior to them, as they surpass them in dignity. Thus 
Hugo of St. Victor (quoted by Liebner c. 28. and 29. p. 392.), 
Alexander Hales, Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventura, etc., quoted 
by Cramer vu. p. 426.—The angels are distinguished from the 
souls of men, 1. physically (they do not stand in absolute need 
of a body); 2. logically (they do not obtain knowledge by 
drawing conclusions); 3. metaphysically (they do not think by 
means of images, but by means of intuitive vision); 4. theologi- 
cally (they cannot become either better or worse.) Alexander 
Hales however did not venture to make this last assertion bold- 
ly. The angels have their own faculty of perception (intellec- 
tum agentem et passibilem); their knowledge is either matutina 
(cognitio rerum in verbo), or vespertina (cognitio rerum in se), 
or, lastly, meridiana (aperta Dei visio.) Comp. Bonaventura, 
Compend. ii. 15. The knowledge of some angels however is 
more comprehensive than that of others. Some, e. g. foreknew 
the mystery of the carnation of Christ, which was unknown to 
others. The angels also have a language, not however a sen- 
suous, but an intellectual one. They have moreover a space, 
ἃ. 6. they are not omnipresent like God, but move with immea- 
surable celerity from one place to another, and pervade all space 
more easily than man. It was also asked whether they could 
work miracles: whether one angel could exert any influence 
upon the will of another ? etc. see Cramer, |. c. (The quotations 
are for the most part taken from Alexander Hales and Thomas 
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Aquinas.) Peter Lombard and others also retained the idea of 
guardian-angels, see Sent. 11, Dist. 11. A. quoted by Miinscher ed. 
by von Colin p. 66. Some entertained the singular notion of a 
hatred on the part of the angels against sinners, of which Ber- 
thold spoke in one of his sermons, quoted by Kling p. 18. 20. : 
They cry daily at the sight of sinners: Lord, let us kill them! 
But he appears and exhorts them to let the tares grow among 
the wheat. But the more intelligent scholastics did not enter 
into any further inquiries of this kind. Thus Hugo of St. Vic- 
tor said: “ We walk among those things timidly, and, as it 
were, blindfolded, and we grope with the sense of our insigni- 
ficant knowledge after the incomprehensible.” Liebner p. 393. 
Tauler expressed himself in similar language (Sermon upon St. 
Michael’s day—vol. iii. p. 145): “ With what words wemay 
and shall speak of these pure spirits, I do not know, for they 
have neither hands, nor feet, neither shape, nor form, nor mat- 
ter, and what shall we say of a being which has none of these 
things, and which cannot be comprehended by our senses ? 
What they are is a mystery to us; nor should this surprize us, 
for we do not know ourselves, viz., our spirit by which we are 
men, and from which we receive all the good we possess. How 
then could we know this exceeding great spirit, whose dignity 
far surpasses all dignity which the world may possess? There- 
Sore we speak of the works which they perform towards us, but 
not of their nature.’ Nevertheless Tauler followed the example 
of his contemporaries in adhering to the hierarchia ccelestis of 
Dionysius. 

(4) «ὁ Tt is somewhat remarkable, that the devil of the middle 
ages seems to have lost much of his terror and hideousness, and to 
play rather the part of a cunning impostor, and merry fellow— 
more like a faun who excites laughter rather than fear.” Au- 
gusti, Dogmengesch. p. 320. Comp. Grimm, deutsche Mytho- 
logie p. 549 ss. Hase, Gnosisi. p. 263. Koberstein, Sage vom 
Wartburgkriege p. 67. 68. (The trials for witchcraft did not 
become general until the close of the present period, during the 
fifteenth century, from which time faith in the power of the 
devil became increasingly associated with all that is awful. ) 

°) Concerning the fall of the devil and the evil angels, most 
theologians still adhered to the opinion that pride was the 
principal cause. In accordance with Isa. xiv. 12. Satan was 
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identified with Lucifer, and the latter name was from thence- 
forward constantly applied to the devil. According to Anselm 
(or more correctly according to Augustine, Enchiridion ὁ. 29.) 
the fall of the devil was the cause of the creation of man, which 
was to be a kind of substitute, and for the purpose of supplying 
the deficiency in the number of the elect spirits (Cur Deus homo 
ce. 16—18.) The same idea was entertained by Hugo of St. 
Victor, though in a somewhat modified form; see Liebner, p. 
395. Aecording to Alexander Hales some fell from among all 
the different ‘classes of angels, but the number of fallen angels 
is less than that of those who preserved their innocence. Nei- 
ther the evil, nor the good angels can perform miracles in the 
proper sense; the former may however exert some power over 
the corporeal world, though they cannot go so far (as popular 
superstition would have men believe), as to charge men into 
other beings, 6. g. wolves or birds; see Cramer, p. 44. 

(6) Thomas Aquinas, i. qu. 64. The power of Satan has been 
especially limited since the appearance of Christ, (comp. Cra- 
mer, p. 447.)—Anselm declared it impossible that the evil an- 
gels should finally be redeemed (as Origen supposed) ; Cur Deus. 
homo 11, 0. 21.: Sicut enim homo non potuit reconciliari nisi 
per hominem Deum (see below ὃ 179.) qui mori posset.........1ta 
angeli damnati non possunt salvari nisi per angelum Deum qui 
mori possit....... Ht sicut homo per alium hominem, qui non esset 
ejusdem generis, quamvis ejusdem esset nature, non debuit 
relevari, ita nullus angelus per‘ alium angelum salvari debet, 
‘ quamvis omnes sint unius nature, quoniam non sunt ejusdem 
generis sicut homines. Non enim sic sunt omnes angeli de uno 
angelo, quemadmodum omnes homines de uno homine. Hoe 
quoque removet eorum restaurationem, quia sicut ceciderunt 
nullo alio nocente, ut caderent, ita nullo alio adjuvante resur- 
gere debant: quod est illis impossibile. 

@) Cramer, 1. c. p. 448.: “ Dhey may indeed delight in the 
evil and mischief which they do to man, but this joy is a joy 
nixed with bitterness, and prepares for them a more painful 


a Bonavent. compend. 11. 28.: Dictus est autem lucifer quia pre ceteris 
luxit, sueeque pulchritudinis consideratio eum exccecavit. Among the earlier 
Fathers of the church, Eusebius was the only one who applied the appellation 
Lucifer to the Devil (demonstr. evang.iv. 9-) Neither Jerome, nor Augustine 
ever didso, Comp. Grimm. l.c. p. 550. note. 
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punishment.” According to John Wessel (de magnit. pass. c. 
98, p. 532. quoted by Ullmann, p. 256.) “ Satan, (or more cor- 
rectly the dragon), finds his greatest unhappiness in the know- 
ledge, that God is ever happy in himself......His second misery 
is, to see in his own condition, and in the case of all others, 
that the Lamb, as the victor, has received from God a name 
which is above every name...... His third misery is, that he him- 
self, with all the host of the powers of darkness, has prepared 
this crown of victory for the Lamb.” 


END OF VOL, I. 


J. THOMSON, PRINTER, MILNE SQUARE. 
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